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ERRORS AND OMISSIONS. 



£rrors and omissions in citations of cases ha?e been corrected in the 
List of the Cases Cited. 

Page 12, line 21, the reference should be to Severn v. The Qtieen. 

Page 36, line 26, add re AmbiUf p. 95 pod ; re Telliert p. 100 post. 

Vfige 60, last line, read **1<> N. S. Rep. 37." 

Page 53, line 3 from bottom of page, read " 22 N. B. Rep. 676." 

Page 113, line 13, for "larger" read "longer." 

Page 179, line 4, for "8" read "68." 
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PREFACE. 



Prior to 1896, when the present system of reporting the 
eases before the Supreme Court of Canada was put into 
force, under regulations by the Minister of Justice, there 
had been a number of appeals and references decided and 
opinions rendered by the judges, which have never been 
published in the official reports of the court or noted in 
any of the digests, or Mr. Cameron's collection of cases. 
Since that time, there have been some cases in which 
appeals stood dismissed upon equal division of opinion 
among the judges, which, on further appeal, have been 
finally decided in the Privy Council, and have, consequently, 
become useful for reference as precedents or otherwise. In 
a large number of cases since the organization of the courts 
in 1875,. appeals have been summarily decided, settled or 
abandoned, and there has been nothing published to aiford 
means of reference to what happened in relation to them. 

It is the object of the compiler of this collection, by 
the present work, to afford ready reference to the decisions 
hitherto imreported, and the disposal of all these classes of 
eases or matters which have come before the court, and thus 
furnish a completed published record of them to the present 
time. 

Ottawa, Canada, 1st January, 1907. 
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A COLLECTION OF 



NOTES AND DECISIONS 

OF CASES IN 

The Supreme Court of Canada 

1875-1907 



[S. C. File No. 2.] 

KELLY Y. FANE. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Prince Edward 
Island. 

Entered, but never prosecuted. 

(7th March, 1876.) 



In re "THE BROTHERS OF THE CHRISTIAN 1*^76 

SCHOOLS IN CANADA.'' w^ 

* April 4. 
Legislative jurisdieUon — Constitufionai law — Edvration — f'om'panies 

— Private hilU — Questions referred for opinions — Construction 
of statute^B, N. A. Act, 1867, ss. 92, 93 — ^S Tut. ch, 11, «. 5S 
(!>.). 
The incorporation of a society as a company of teachers for the 
Dominion of Caoada is ultra vires of the Parliament of Canada. 

Per Ritchie, C.J. — ^It is doubtful whether the judges of the Supreme 
Conrf of Canada should express opinions as to the con.«rtitutional 
right of Parliament to pass a private bill, in virtue of the provi- 
sions of section 53 of the Supreme and Exchequer Courtis Act, 38 
Vict. ch. 11 (D.). 

Note.— Cf. Exp. Renoud et ai. (14 N. B. Rep. 273; 3 Rev. Crit. 
132) ; Doutre on the Constitution of Canada, pp. 32&-32!). Also R. 
S. C. (1906) ch. 139, sec. 61. 

♦ Pbbsent : Ritchie, C.J., and Strong and Foubnieb, JJ. 



SUPREME COURT CASES. 

1876 REFERENCE from the Senate of Canada (Senate 

— ■ — JoumalB^ 1876, p. 165) to the judges of the Supreme Court 

In itK 

Christian- ol Canada, under sec'tion 53 of the Supreme end Exchequer 
^momT' ^'^i"*^* ^^ct, 38 Vict. c. 11, for their opinion as to whether or 
not a bill intituled *' An Act to incorporate the Brothers of 
the Christian Schools in Canada** was a measure falling 
within the class of subjects exclusively allotted to provin- 
cial legislatures under section 92, sub-section 11 of the 
• British North America Act, 1867,** relating to " The In- 
corporation of Companies with Provincial Objects;** and 
section 93 relating to '" Education." 



Their Ijordships recited the provisions of the bill, as sub- 
mitted, by which it was proposed to incorporate the society as 
a company of teachers with powers to exercise their functions 
as such throughout the whole of the Dominion of Canada, 
and transmitted the following opinions: — 



Strong and Foubnier, JJ. — In pursuance of the order 
of reference of your Honourable House of the fourth day of 
April, 1876, we have considered the bill intituled " An Act 
to incorporate the Brothers of the Christian Schools in Can- 
ada,** and we are of opinion that it is a measure which falls 
within the class of subjects exclusively allotted to provincial 
legislatures under section 93 of " The British North America 
Act, 1867." 



Ritchie, C.J. — I doubt if the legislature, by the 53rd 
section of the " Supreme and Exchequer Courts Act,** in* 
tended that the judges should, on the reference of a private 
])ill to them, express their opinion on the constitutional right 
of the Parliament of Canada to pass the bill, and, for that 
reason, I have not joined in the accompanying opinion, and 
not because I differ from the conclusion of the learned 
judges who have signed it. 

Oinnion transmitted to Senate. 



SUPBBME COURT CASES. 3 

[S. C. File No. 5.] 1876 

ANDERSON v. THE NORTHERN RAILWAY COM- 

PANY OF CANADA. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (25 U. 
C. C. P. 301). 

Entered, but never prosecuted. 

(19th May, 1876.) 



[S. C. File No. 13.] 

PERKINS V. NYE. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen^s Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Dismissed with cost<? for want of prosecution. 
(See Stephens' Digest, vol. 2, p. 678.) 
(12th Februan-, 1881.) 



[S. C. File No. 37.] 

G. G. DUNNING & SONS v. GIROUARD et al. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province 
of Qiiel)ec, appeal side. 

Dismissed with costs for want of proscH^ution. 
(18th September, 1877.) 



4 SUPKEMTS COUfiT CASES. 

1877 [S. C. File No. 38.] 

'^ 1 — — ' 

MILNER Y. HAYS. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Xova Scotia. 
Entered, but never prosecuted. 
(17th July, 1877.) 
(See 11 N. S. Eep. 522.) 



[S. C. File No. 42.] 

CROSS V. THE BRITISH AMERICA ASSURANCE CO. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side (22 L. C. Jur. 10). 

Entered, but never prosecuted. 

(15th September, 1877.) 



[S. C. File Xo. 49.1 

POPE V. MacDONALD. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Prince Edward 
Island. 

Entered, but never prosecuted. 

(13th Xovember, 1877.) 



SUPEEME COURT CASES. 
[S. C. File No. 62.] 1879 

GAREAU V. GAREAU. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen^s Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Not prosecuted. Dibmissed, without costs. 
(20th June, 1879.) 
(See 24 L. C. Jur. 248.) 



[S. C. File No. 55.] 

ROBINSON V. SULLIVAN. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New Brunswick. 

The case was heard, by consent, on the f actums filed, and 
the appeal dismissed with costs. 

(I5th April, 1879.) 



[S. C. File No. 64.] 

BREDON V. BANNATYNE. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench for Mani- 
toba. 

Settled out of court. 

(4th February, 1879.) 



SUPREME COUET CASES. 

1879 [S. C. File No. 66.] 

YUTLE V. SIMPSOX. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen^s Bench, Province 
of Quebec, appeal side. 

After the hearing of the case judgment was reserved, 
and subsequently the appeal was allowed to be struck off the 

list. 

(24th January, 1879.) 
(See 22 L. C. Jur. 229.) 



'March 16. 



[S. C. File No. 68. [ 
1S78 In re PBASER. 



On Appeal from the Court op Queen^s Bench, Appeal 

Side, Province of Quebec. 

Appeal — SpeciiU leave to proceed in farmd pauperis — Dispensing with 
security for costs — Mode of bringing appeal — Construction of 
fttatute—S8 Vict, eh. 11 (D.) ss, 24. 28, 31 and 79— Right of 
appeal. 

The approval of security for costs is the proper mode of granting 
leave to the Supreme Court of CaxKada. Neither the Supreme Court 
of Canada, nor a judge thereof, has power to grant leave to bring 
an appeal in formd pauperis or to dispense with security for costs. 

The powers given under section 24 of the Supreme and Exchequer 
Courts Act, 38 Vict. ch. 11 (D.), are restricted to proceedings 
taken subsequently to the institution of the appeal, where the 
statute and existing rules do not apply ; the procedure may be in 
conformity with that followed by the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council, but the right of appeal arises solely under the 
statute, which can give no power respecting the exercise of pre- 
rogative rights such as may be advised by the Judicial Committee. 



♦ Present : Richards, C.J., in Chambers. 



SUPBEME COUBT CASES. 

Note.— This case is noted in Caw. Dig. (2 ed.)» p. 69(i, and is re- 1878 
produced here with the notes of the Chief Justice. ' 

(Of. Dominion Cartridge Co, v. McArthur, Cout. Dig. 124 : Fraser In ri 
V. Ahboti, Cout. Dig. 111.) Fiiasbb. 

APPLICATION, in chambers, for special leave to appeal 
from tiie judgment of the Court of Queen's Bench, appeal 
side, Province of 'Quebec, in the case of Fraser v. Abbott 
(see Stephens^ Digest, vol. 2, p. 644), and to dispense with 
the giving of security for the costs of the appeal as required 
by the statute. 

Upon the application His Ijordship, the Chief Justice, 
deHvered judgment, refusing the application, without costs, 
83 follows: — 

RrcHARDS. C.J. — I do not consider this court or a judge * 
has amy power to allow an appeal, either in forma pauperis, 
or in any other way. The only right to bring an appeal here 
arises under the statute, and that must be exercised according 
to the statute. The Privy Council advises Her IVIajesty to 
exercifse her prerogative rights to grant an appeal, and she 
may dispense with sureties, and allow an appellant to 
prosecute an appeal in forma pauperis, but this conn has 
no such power. 

The 28th section of the Supreme and Exche(]uer Court 
Act declares that no writ shall be required or issue to bring 
an appeal in any case to or into this court, but it shall be 
sufficient that the party desiring so to appeal shall, within 
the time thereinbefore limited in the case, have given the 
security required, and obtained the allowance of the appeal. 

The 31st section declares that no appeal shall be allowed 
(except only the case of anpeal in pn)ceedings for or upon a 
fl^rit of habeas corpus) until the appellant has given proper 
security to the extent of five himdred dollars, to the satisfac- 
tion of the court from whose judgment he is about to 
appeal, or a judge thereof, that he will effectually prosecute 
his appeal, and pay such costs and damages as may be 



8 SUPREME COURT CASES. 

1878 awarded in case the judgment appealed from be affirmed. 
^'^ Provided, that the section should not apply to appeals in 
Frasbr. election cases. 

The 28th section shows the mode of bringing the 
appeals into this court is giving security in proper time 
and obtaining the allowance of the appeal; and the 3l8t 
section declares that no appeal shall be allowed until Hie 
proper security to the extent of $500 is given to the satis- 
faction of the court whose judgment is appealed from. 

This court has decided that the approving of the security 
is a mode of allowing the appeal, and until that is done I 
fail to see how the case can be brought to or before this 
court. I do not think I have the power of granting the order 
applied for, and I must therefore refuse it. 

I do not consider the 24th section of the Act gives this 
court the power to allow appeals because Her Majesty may 
be recommended to allow appeals by the Judicial Committee 
of the Privy Council, nor do I think it is in the power of the 
judges of this court to make rules or orders for the allowance 
of appeals though such rules as to proceedings in appeal may 
be made by them when the statute or rules do not apply to 
the proceedings in the appeal. Such proceedings may be in 
conformity with those of the Judicial Committee of Her 
Majesty's Privy Council. 

I have also considered the 79th section in relation to this 
matter, and do not consider it gives the court or judge any 
power to grant or to make rules for the granting the prayer 
of a petition to be allowed to have or prosecute an appeal 
in forma paupeiis. 

I have looked at the cases referred to in Mr. Maepherson's 
book, but, as I have already intimated, I do not think this 
court has the power to allow an appeal, though Her Majesty 
in Her Priv^^ Council has undoubtedly a right to do so, as 
well as to dispense with the security. 

Application rrfiuted without costs. 
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[S. C. File No. 70.] 187« 

"— . 

HUS Y. MILLET. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen^s Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal r^ide. 

Not prosecuted. Diflmissed with costs. 

(17th April, 1878.) 

(See 2 Legal News, 229.) 



[S. C. File No. 76.] 

THE CANADA FIEE AND MARINE INSURANCE CO. 

V. THE NORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY 

OF ABERDEEN AND LONDON. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

Entered, but never prosecuted. 

(6th May, 1878.) 



[S. C. File No. 78.T 

In re MARGARET WATERS. 

WRIT of habeas corpus issued by order of Henry. J., 
upon a commitment by the Police Ma^strat^* of the City of 
Ottawa. 

On return of the writ the prisoner was dischar^red. 

(2l8t Mav. 1878.) 
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1878 [S. C. File No. 79.] 

SHANNON V. THE GORE DISTRICT MUTUAL FIRE 

INSURANCE COMPANY. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (2 Ont. 
App. R. 396). 

Entered, but never prosecuted. 
(3l8t July, 1878.) 



fS. C. File No. 80.] 

Tx RE CYRILLE GOSSELIN. 

PETITION for \^Tit of habeas corpus on a commitment 
by the acting Police Magistrate of the City of Ottawa. 

Petition dismissed. 

(30th July, 1878.) 



fS. C. File No. 81.] 

PLAMONDON v. WAIT. 
APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Dismissed with costs, after hearing, 
(rth May, 1878.) 
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[S. C. File No. 85.] 1879 

THE WESTERN COUNTIES RAII^ Tj,mei9^" 

WAY COMPANY (Defendants) 



Appellants; 



AND 



THE WINDSOR AND ANNAPOLIS 
RAILWAY COMPANY (Plain- 
tiffs) 



Respondents. 



ON APPEAL FROM THE STTPHEME COT^RT OF NOVA 

SCOTIA. 

Appeal — Juri9dicti6n^8uprefne Court Act (1875), S8 Vict, eh. 11 

— Demurrer — Finol Judgmen t — Coits. 

On appeal from a judgment overruling a demurrer (12 N. S. Re]^ 
376; Rum. Eq. Dec. 287) ; 

Held, per Foubnier, Tasciiereau and Gwynne. J J. (The Chief 
Justice and Stbono, J., contra), that, under the circumstancea, the 
judgment appealed did not dispose of the matters in controversy 
finally, and the appeal was quashed for want of jurisdiction under 
the Supreme Court Act of 1875, with costs of a motion to quash. 

(Cf. 7 App. Cas. 178.) 

APPEAL from the judgment of the Supreme Court of 
Nova Scotia (12 N. S. Rep. 376), affirming tlie judgment 
of the judge in equity (Russ. Eq. Dec. 287), overruling a 
demurrer by the defendants, appellants. 

When the case was first on for hearing (6th Feb., 1879), 
counsel objected that points not taken in the factum were 
being argued, and the hearing was enlarged (Cout. Dig. 
1129). On the hearing being resumed (12th Feb., 1879), 
the plaintiffs, respondents, moved to quash the? appeal for 
want of jurisdiction. 

The circumstances under which the appeal was taken 
fully appear in the reports of the decisions in the courts 
below. 

♦Present : Sir William Ritchie. C..T., and Strong. Fourxier. 
Taschereau, Gwynne and Henry, JJ. 



r. 
Windsor 

AND 
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1879 McCarthy, Q.C., and H. McD. Henry, for the motion. 

^yj^^^ 'I'iie judgment appealed from is not final, and the matters in- 
Ck>uNTiBfi volved in the demurrer, which was thereby dismissed, are 

f^Alf VTA Y O^i^ 

still open to the parties upon the hearing on the merits. 
There can, therefore, be no appeal to the Supreme Court of 
Annapolis (*4Uiada. under the provisions of the Act, 38 Vict. eh. 11. 
As to the question of jurisdiction, we rely upon Mitford 
Oh. VI 180: Conkling, U. S. Courts, 36; Rutherford v. 
Fisher (1); Beebe v. Russell (2); Benily v. Jones (3); 
King v. Stafford (4). 

Bethtine, Q.C., contra. We submit that the words of sec- 
tion 17 of the Supreme Court Act, 1875, when read in con- 
nection with section 11, give this court jurisdiction to enter- 
tain appeals from judgments overruling demurrers; the court 
must construe these sections together in such a manner as to 
make them each operative and effectual ; the court has 
already done so in several cases. The judgment is final as to 
the point presented for decision : Wallace v. Bossom (5) ; 
Daniel, Ch. Prac. (5th ed.), 860; Walker v. Janes (6); 
Bickford v. Grand Junction Railway Co. (7) ; Nicholls v. 
Gumming (8) ; The Queen v. Severn (9) ; The Queen y. 
Taylor (10). 

Ou 19tli June, 1879, the appeal was quashed for want of 
jurisdiction, the Chief Justice and Strong, J., dissenting. 
Tlie minutes, taken by the Kegistrar in court, at the time 
when judgment was pronounced, state the reasons as follows : 

The Chief Justice Avias of opinion that, although 
coming up on a demurrer, the judgment appealed from was 
fimal and appealable, -and that the motion to quash the 
appeal should be dismissed. 

(1) 4 Dallas, 22. (6) L. R. 1 P. C. 50. 

(2) 19 How. 283. (7) 1 Can. S. C. R. 696. 

(3) 4 How. Pr. 334. (8) 1 Can. S. C. R. 306. 

(4) 4 How. Pr. 30. (9) 2 Can. S. C R. 70. 

(5) 2 Can. S. C. R. 488 (10) 1 Can. S. C. R. 65. 
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Strong, J. (orally) expressed hi& concurrence with the 1879 
opinion of the Cuiep Justice, as he considered that the mij""*^ 
judgment appealed from was a final one within the meaning Countibs 

^ Au ^ *^ i,^ Railway C<\ 

of the statute. «. 

WiNDeOB 
AND 

FOURNIEK, J., was of opinion tliat the appeal should be Annapolis* 
quashed, as the judgment appealed from was on a demurrer Railway Co. 
aud not appealable. 

Tascuereau, J., concurred in the opiuion of Fournii:i«. 
J. 

( I WYNNE, J., was of opinion that the appeal should be 
quashed, as the judgment dismissing the denmrrer was not a 
final judgment within the meaning of the Supreme Court 
Act, 1876. 

Henry, J., took no part in the judguient. 

Appeal (jtuislicd. wibh costs 
of a motion to qvasih. 

Solicitor for the appellants, N. 11. Meagher. 
Solicitor for the respondent^. II nfjh Mr I). Hennj, 



fS. C. File No. %^,] 

THE COUNTY OF BROME v. COOEY. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

On consent filed, an order was made s<»tting aside the 
judgment appealed from, and allowing the judgment of the 
Circuit Court, District of Bedford (21 L. C. Jur. 182), to 
^tand as the final judgment. 

(11th June, 1879.) 
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1878 [S. C. File No. 89.] 

In re JANE SMITH. 

PETITION for a writ of habeas corpus upon a commit- 
ment by tlie Police ^fagistrate of the City of Ottawa. 

By order of Henry, J., the petitioner was discharged 
from custody. 

(:^7th November, 1878.) 



fS. C. File No. 91.1 

In re MARY STANLEY et al. 

PETITION for writ of habeas corpus on a commitment 
])y the Police Magistrate of the City of Ottawa. 

On the return of the writ, Henuy. J., refused to discharge 
the petitioners from custody. 

(Otli December, 1878.) 



fS. C. File No. 96.] 
1879 IN^ RK JOHN DrNXTNG. 

PETITION for writs of habeas corpus and certiorari on 
commitmeni bv a ma<ristrate at t])o Citv of Ottawa, in the 
County of Carleton, in Ontario. 

On the return of the writs, an order was made by Henry, 
J., discharging the prisoner from custody. 

(l.^th January, 1879.) 
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[S. {'. File No. 95.] 1879 

In re EDWARD O^BRIEN. 

PETITION for writs of habeas corpus and certiorari on 
commitment by a magistrate at the City of Ottawa, in the 
County of Carleton, in Ontario. 

On the return of the writs, lan order was made by Henry, 
J., discharging the prisoner from custody. 

(13th January, 1879.) 



[S. C. File No. 97.] 

In re CHARLES C. PARKER. 

PETITION for a writ of habeas corpus upon a commit- 
ment by the Police 'Magistrate of the City of Ottawa, filed 
and writ issued, but no further proceedings taken. 

(15th January, 1879.) . 



[ S. C. Pile No. 99.] 

ROY V. MARTIN. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Dismissed, for want of prosecution. 
(29th January, 1879.) 
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1879 [S. C. Files Nos. 100, 101.] 

*I)«c 27 

MONTMORENCY ELECTION CASE— VALIN v. 

1880 LANGLOIS— LANGLOIS v. VALIN. 



Man. 10. . ^ . 

••April 10. Practice — Co$t9 — Counsel fee, 

**Jun« 10. 

MOTION, in chamberH, by way of appeal from ihe order 
on taxation of costs by the Registrar of the Supreme Court 
of Canada, by which an allowance of $25 was taxed to 
cover all fees to attorney and counsel on the appeal, to have 
a fee of $400 taxed instead thereof, or for revision of the 
taxation, and an order directing the Registrar to increase 
the fee to such an amount a^ the court might direct. 

The arguments on the motion in chambers were heard 
on the 27th of December, 1879. 

Mclntyre, for the motion. 
McCaul, contra. 

Judgment was reserved and, on the 10th of January, 
1880, the following judgment was delivered by 

Strong, J.— My inclination is to direct the Registrar to 
revise his taxation, but I find that the Chief Justice has 
sanctioned a different principle in the ease of Wallace v. 
Hossom (1), and although no order was made in that case, I 
think I ought not to go counter to his view. I think the 



♦ Present : Strong, J., in Chambers, 

••Present: Sir Wm. RrrcniE, C.J.. and Fournieb, Tascukrkau. 
G WYNNE and Henry, JJ. 

( 1 ) Note, — The cas«» of Wallace v. Bo8»om is reiwrtod on the 
lueritM (2 Cnn. S. C. R. 488), but no record is to be found of th^ 
dwision of the Chief Justice (Sir W. BL UiriiARns). {il»l»oni:li upon 
the bill of coBtH, as taxed, a pencilled memorandum appears as follows : 
"$20 only to be allowed if decided that appellant not »Mititle<l to 
rounsi'l foe : $00 if a counsel fee." 
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parties had, therefore, better ask permission to speak to the 1880 
case shortly when the court meets on 3rd February next, ^J7*^^ 

1 880. MORKNCT 

Elbction 

MOTIOX to the Court in bane. ^^"■ 

On 10th April, 1880, the motion was renewed before the 
full court and judgment was reserved, after hearing counsel. 

On 10th June, 1880, judgment was delivered dismissing 
tlie appeal with costs, on the view taken by the Chief Justice^ 
Taschereau and Gwynkb, JJ. 

PouRNiEK and Henry, J.J., dissented, taking the view 
that the motion ought to be granted. 

No order was made as to the costs of the motion. 

Motion dismissed. 



[S. C. File No. 102.] 

HALL V. VILLE DE LEVIS. ^**^^ 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province 
of Quebec, appeal side. 

Appeal entered, but not prosecuted. 
(22nd March, 1879.) 



[S. C. File No. 105.] 

PBASER V. THE QUEEN. 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 

Appeal entered, but never prosecuted. 

(14th February, 1879.) 
c— 2 
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1879 [S. C. File No. 111.] 

In re GEORGE DAVIS. 

PETITION for write of habeas corpus and certiorari 
upon a commitment by the Police Magistrate of the City of 
Ottawa. 

Petition filed and writs of habeas corpus and certiorari 
issued, but no further proceedings taken. 

(15th March, 1879.) 



1880 



[S. C. File No. 113.] 

HOWE V. THE HAMILTON AND NORTH-WESTERN 

•RAILWAY CO. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (3 Ont. 
App. R. 336). 

Appeal entered, but never prosecuted. 

(2nd May, 1879.) 



[S. C. File No. 121.] 

PETERKTN v. McFARLANE et al. AND BURKE. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (see 6 
Ont. App. R. 254). 

After hearing, judgment was reserved and subsequently 
the appeal was dismissed with costs. 

(2lBt June, 1880.) 

(Cf. Rose V. PeterJcin, (13 Can. S. C. R. 677; Cass. 
l)i<r. (2 ed.), 535; Cout. Dig. 1232.) 
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[S. C. File No. 129.] 1879 

KETCHUM V. LAWEENCE et al. 

t 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (4 Ont. 
App. R. 92). 

After hearing of the arguments on the merits, the case 
was settled out of court. 

((Uh December, 1879.) 



[S. C. File No. 133.] 

NORTH ONTARIO ELBCITON CASE— WHEELER 

V. GIBBS. 

Taxation of coata — Stay of execution — Setting-off coata in Court below 
— Amending mimttea of judgment — Practice. 

APPEAL from the Controverted Elections Court (see 3 
Can. S. C. R. 374, and 4 Can. S. C. R. 430). 

Execution issued out of the Supreme Court on 27th 
January, 1881, for the costs taxed and allowed to the appel- 
lant. On 5th February, 1881, Taschereau, J., on motion 
on behalf of the respondent, ordered stay of proceedings 
upon the writ of fi. fa. until the then next sittings of the 
c-ourt. 

On 15th February, 1881, 

Motion on behalf of the respondent for an order amend- 
ing the decree of the court made on 10th June, 1879, by 
making provision in respect to the costs in the Court of 
Queen's Bench for Ontario, and ordering payment to the 
petitioner of the costs which had been allowed to him in re- 
spect of so much of his petition in which he was successful 



1881 



*March 3. 



•Present: Sir William Ritchie. (\J., and Strong. Hexry. 
Jaschebeau and Gwtnne, JJ. 



Whkelbr 



6IBB8. 
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1881 aii^ judgment rendered in his favour and not appealed 
against^ and that such costs should be set off against the 
r7 costs allowed to the appellant in the Supreme Court of 
Canada, and for stay of proceedings, etc. 

On 3rd March, 1881, 

The Court delivered a judgment ordering that the 
costs which .had been previously allowed to the appellant in 
the Supreme Court of Canada should be set off against 
whatever costs might be taxed and allowed to the respondent 
in the court below, and should be satisfaction [yro tan to of 
said last mentioned costs, when so set off, -and that all pro- 
ceedings upon the execution should, in the meantime, be 

stayed. 

Motion granted. 

[Cf. Butledge v. United States S. & L. Co. (38 Can. S. 
C. K. 103).] 



1879 



[S. C. File No. 138.] 

FAIEBANKS v. TUCKER. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 
Appeal dismissed for want of prosecution. 
(13th September, 1879.) 



[S. C. File No. 150.] 
KOSSIX HOUSE HOTEL COMPANY v. CKOSSMAX, 
APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Not prosecuted. 
(13th October, 1879.) 
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(S. C. File No. 151.) 1879 

ROSSIN HOUSE HOTEL COMPANY v. IRISH. 
APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Not prosecuted. 
(13th October, 1879.) 



[S. C. Pile No. 158.] 

BERGER V. POITRAS. 1880 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen^s Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side (10 R. L. 214). 

Appeal entered; motion to dismiss refused by Henry, J., 
but the appeal was not further prosecuted. 

(22nd January, 1880.) 



[S. C. File No. 163.] 

In re JOHN STEWART— THE KINGSTON l«80 

ELECTION CASE. 



Controverted election — Appeal to Supreme Court of Canada — Juris- 
diction^PracticeSl Vict. c. 10, »s, 35, 56 (D.), S8 Vict. c. 
11, $. 48 (D.). 

APPLICATION, ex parte, by John Stewart, for an 
order that his name should be substituted for that of the 
petitioner in the controverted election case, under the provi- 
sions of the Controverted Elections Act, 1874, and to have 
leave to appeal from the judgment of the Chief Justice of 

• Present : Henry, J., in Chambers. 



♦Feb, T). 
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1880 the Court of Common Pleas for the Province of Ontario, 

Kingston ^'^"^^'^^ ^° ^^^^ 2^**^ ^^ December, 1879. 
Elkction 
Case. ^he questions at issue are stated in the judgment of Hia 

Lordship Mr. Justice Henby^ to whom the application was 

made, in chambers. 

The application was made by Mr. Stewart, in person, 
and no counsel were heard. 

The application was refused, and the following judgment 
delivered by 

Henry, J. — ^An application was made, ex parte, to me, 
at chambers, a few days ago by Dr. John Stewart, an elector 
of the electoral division of Kingston, Ontario, for orders for 
an appeal from the decision of the learned Chief Justice of 
the Court of Common Pleas in the case of two election peti- 
tions ; one against the return of the sitting member for that 
district, and the other against another candidate at the same 

election. 

* 

Although no notice of the application was shewn to havt 
been given, I permitted the applicant to make the motion and 
to file an affidavit and other documents in support of it, but 
not with the intention of passing the order, even if I con- 
sidered there were any grounds for the motion, without hear- 
ing the parties interested. 

At the hearing, I intimated to the applicant that I had 
no power in such a case, but it may prevent any misunder^ 
standing if my rejection of the motion be recorded. 

The statutory provision for the appeal to this court in 
such cases is very plain. Within eight days from the day 
on which the judge has given his decision, the party against 
whom it is given is entitled to appeal by depositing one hun- 
dred dollars as security for costs, and ten dollars as a fee 
to the clerk for forwarding the record to this court Upon 
receipt of which the registrar of tliis court shall inscribe the 
case for hearing. Within three days after such inscription, 
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or such further time as the judge who tried the petition may 1880 
allow, notice thereof must be given to the opposite party. It y. "^^ 
is not necessary to obtain leave from any judge to appeal. EhEonos 
The appeal is a matter of right, but contingent on the pre- 
scribed conditions being fulfilled. If, therefore, the security 
l>e not given within the prescribed time and the fee paid, no 
appeal lies, and there is no power in a judge of this or any 
other court to order one. 

No fiecurity was alleged to have been given or money de- 
posited. The record has not been returned,- and therefore, 
neither this court nor any judge of it has any jurisdiction 

^latever in the matter. 

Application refused. 



[8. C. File No. 164.] 

THE CREDIT VALLEY RAILWAY CO. v. THE 
GRAND TRUNK RAILWAY CO. 

MOTION for leave to appeal from the Court of Chancery 
(Ontario), Pboudfoot, V.C. (27 Qr. 232). 

Befused, by Tabohebeau, J. 

(6th February, 1880.) 



[S. C. File No. 172.] 

CLAYES V. BAKER— MISSISQUOI ELECTION 

CASE. 

APPEAL from the Controverted Elections Court. 

Appeal discontinued, and struck off the roll by order of 

FOCRNIER, J. 

(13th October, 1880.) 
(See 23 L. C. Jur. 194.) 
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[S. C. File Xo. 176.] 

READ ET AL. V. COPP ET AL. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New Brunswick. 
Entered, but not prosecuted. 
(15th April, 1880.) 



1880 [S. C. File No. 177.] 

- — 1 — ' 

*Anrtl 14 

•June 16." In re KEW BBUNSWICK PENITENTIARY. 

Conaiitutional law — Penitentiaries — Imprisonment of criminals — Es- 
pense of maintenance — B. y. {, Act, 11^67 — Legislative juris- 
diction of Parliament — Provincial legislation — Practice on refer- 
ences hy the Qovemor-QenerQl-in'Council. 

The legislative jurisdiction of the Parliament of Canada in respect 
to the establishment, maintenance •and management of penitentiaries, 
cannot be in any way limited, restricted or affected by any provin- 
cial le^rislation in the Province of New Brunswick, either previouA 
or subsequent to the confederation of the provinces under the 
British North America Act, 1867. 

Where no Dominion statute authorizes the confinement in a peni- 
tentiary of certain classes of convicts, who, before the B. N. A. 
Act, 1867, came into force, might, under the laws then in force, 
have been sentenced to imprisonment and confined in the Saint 
John Penitentiary, there is no obligation upon the Government of 
Canada to make provision for their imprisonment and maintenance, 
at the expense of the Dominion, in the penitentiary. 

SemhVe, that, on references by the Governor-Genera I-in-Council, it is 
improper for the Supreme Court of Canada to express opinions upon 
cognate subjects not falling within the terms of the questions as 
submitted for consideration. 

SPECIAL CASE referred bv the Oovemor-General-m- 
Council, on the 8th of April, 1880, to the Supreme Court of 

♦Present: Riichie, C.J., and Fournier. Henry, Tasciiebeau 
and Gw^TNNE, J J. 
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Canada, for hearing and consideration under the provisionB 1880 
of section 52 of the Supreme and Exchequer Courts Act. IiTri 

Ntw 

The reference was in rega^rd to the power of the Parlia- pg^rreNiTARY 
ment of Canada to legislate in certain respects as to prisoners 
to be confined in the New Brunswick Penitentiary. The 
l^slation affecting the subject, and the material facts re- 
lating to the questions submitted, may be shortly stated as 
follows : — 

In 183C, the Act 6 Wm. lY. ch. 30 (N.B.), empowered 
the justices of the City and County of Saint John to erect a 
House of Correction; and, in 1837, the Act of 7 Wm. IV. 
ch. 19 (X.B.), gave them further powers as to borrowing 
funds for that purpose. 1 Vict. ch. 15 (N.B.), authorized 
them to establish the House of Correction; 2 Vict ch. 30 
iX.B.), provided for its regulation and government; and 4 
A'lct. ch. 36, granted funds towards its cost. Further pro- 
vincial legislation (4 Vict. ch. 44), provided for the taking 
of accounte relating to the House of Correction, and the 
vesting thewof in Her Majesty; payment by the Government 
I'f its cost; and by sections 14 and 15, authorized the commit- 
ment of *' rogues, vagabonds, stragglers, idle, suspicious, or 
disorderly persona to the House of Correction." By 5 Vict. 
ch. 25, it was given the name of the Provincial Penitentiary ; 
in the same year a grant was made to reiml>urs(* advances 
made in respect thereof. By 6 Vict. ch. 14, a portion of the 
ground was retunied to the justices. A further grant of 
funds to the justices by 9 Vict. ch. 5(5, and another Act, 11 
^ict. ch. 28, related to the management of the Provincial 
Tenitentiary. The Act, R. S. N. B. (1854), ch. 91, sees. 12, 
13 and 14, authorized the commitment to, and confinement 
therein, of vagabonds, suspicious or disorderly persons, and 
persons sentenced to be imprisoned in any house of correction 
or gaol with hard labour. 

Xo change in these statutes appeared to have been made 
up to the time of confederation of the provinces under the 
P. -V. A. Act, 1867; the penitentiary, before and up to the 
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1880 time of the union of the provinces, was used as a place for 

^^^ the imprisonment and maintenance therein of such classes of 

New offenders as were specified in the statutes mentioned; it was 

PiNiTBNTiAKY the oulv penitentiary in the province before and at the time 

of union, the only other prisons being the common or county 

gaols, police stations and lock-up houses. • At the time of the 

union, the Dominion of Canada took possession and charge 

of this penitentiary under section 9 of the B. N. A. Act, 

1867. 



'Hie legislation by the Parliament of Canada affecting 
the subject of the reference was under the following Acts, 
viz. : " The Penitentiary Act of 1868," 31 Vict. ch. 75, sec. 11 
(repealed by the " Penitentiary Act, 1875," wherein it was 
re-en-acted as sec. 14) ; 32 & 33 Vict. ch. 29, sees. 93 and 96 ; 
1)2 & 33 Vict. ch. 36, sec. 5; 33 Vict. ch. 30, sec. 5; 36 Vict, 
ch. 52 ; " The Penitentiary Act, 1875," 38 Vict. ch. 44, sees. 
14, 15 and 68; 40 Vict. ch. 4, sec. 5; *• The Penitentiary 
Act, 1877," 40 Vict. ch. 38, sec. 20; 41 Vict. ch. 20; 42 Vict, 
ch. 42. 

The Act, 40 Vict. ch. 4, sec. 5, provided that when a 
joint penitentiary for the Provinces of TsTova Scotia, New 
Brunswick, and Prince Edward Island was proclaimed, such 
building should be the penitentiary' for those provinces, and 
that "offenders thereafter sentenced ... to imprison- 
ment for life, or for a term of two vears or more," should be 
imprisoned and undergo their sentence therein. The build- 
ing was constructed at Dorchester, X.B., and duly pro- 
claimed as such penitentiary. 

The Government of New Brunswick contended that under 
the B. N. A. Act, 1867, the Parliament of Canada had not 
power so to legislate as to prevent the sentencing to the 
Saint John Penitentiarv and the maintonaifce therein, at 
the expense of the Dominion of Cana^la, of that class of 
persons who, before the 1st of July, 1867, might have been 
sentenced there under the laws then in force in the late 
Province of New Bruns\^nck. On the other hand, the 
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Government of Canada contended that the Parliament of 1880 
Canada had full legislative authority to pass the several "^^^ — ' 
Acts above referred to in respect to the joint penitentiary so Nbw 
established at Dorchester. l^Kl^^y'}?^^' 

The opinion of the Supreme Court of Canada was de- 
sired upon the following questions: — 

(1) Had the Parliament of (-anada legislative authority 
to pass the several Acts above referred to, in so far as they 
would, after a certain date, restrict the admission to the 
Saint John Penitentiary? Tf not. in what respects are 
such Acts not within the powers of Parliament? * 

(2) Is there any legal obligation upon the Dominion 
Government, which the Parliament of Canada cannot affect, 
to make provision for the imprisonment and maintenance, 
at the Dominion expense, in the |>enitentiarv% of \he class of 
persons who, before the 1st July, 1867, under the laws then 
in force, have been sentenced to the Saint John Penitentiary? 

Lash, Q.C., Deputy Minister of Justice, appeareil for the 
Attorney-General of Canada. 

King, Q.C., Attorney-General of Xew Brunswick, ap- 
peared for the Cfovernment of the Province of New Bruns- 
wick. 

After hearing counsel on behalf of both Governments 
interested, the court reserved the subject for further con- 
sideration, and, on a subsequent day, delivered the following 
opinion : 

By the Court. — The opinion of the court is respectfully 
certified to His Excellency the Govemor-General-in-Council, 
as follows: — 

By the 9l8t section of the British North America Act, 
1867, the Dominion Parliament has the exclusive power of 
legislation in reference to criminal law, except the constitu- 
tion of courts of criminal jurisdiction, but including the 
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1880 procedure in criminal matters, and "also as to the " establish- 
^^'-^ ment, maintenance and management of penitentiaries." 
New 

Brunswick Under one, or other, or both, of these powers, the 

PlNITBNTIARY ' ' ' r ? 

Dominion Parliament may pass any law which shall define 
a criminal offence and the punishment to be imposed, and, as 
a necessary conseciuence, may declare for what offences and 
for what terms of imprisonment convicted criminals may be 
sentenced to and confined in the Dominion penitentiaries, 
and may change the law in respect thereof from time to 
time as Parliament in its wisdom may deem expedient and 
proper, and the power so conferred on Parliament is in no 
way limited, restricted or affected by any legislation in the 
Province of New Brunswick, either previous to or subse- 
quent to confederation. 

While, of course, it is the duty of the Dominion to make 
provision for the imprisonment and maintenance of prisoners 
authorized to be and who are confined in anv Dominion 
penitentiary, if the Dominion law does not now authorize 
to be sent to a I>ominion penitentiary a certain class of 
prisoners wlio, before the first of July, 1867, might, under 
the laws then in force, have been sentenced to imprisonment 
and confined in the Saint John Penitentiary, it is self- 
evident that there can be no obligation on the part of tiie 
T'ominion Government 

to make provision for ike imprisonment and maintenance, at the 
Dominion expense, in the penitentiary 

of such class of persons, for the single reason that there is 
no law justifying their being sentenced to or confined in a 
penitentiary. 

Mr. King, Q.C., on behalf of the Province of New Bruns- 
wick, desired the court to read and answer the questions 
submitt^^d as if couched in these terms: — 

Upon whom lies the re^sponsibility of providing n pUice for the 
imprisonment and the maintenance of persona sentenced for criminal 
ofT«»noes ngainst the laws of Canada for leas than two years with hard 
labour: namely, whether upon the provincial or Dominion Government? 
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Mr. Lash, Q.C., who appeared before the court as counsel 1880 
for the Government of Canada, contended that this was not ' • — ' 

In rx 

within the terms of questions asked, and that the Governor- nkw 
in-Council did not desire the question, as propounded by Mr. \^s\rKsnAHY 
King, to be answered, and, as it is the opinion of the court 
that the questions submitted cannot be construed as Mr. 
King suggested, we certify no opinion on the question 
proposed by him. 

Opinion trafismitted accordingly. 



|S. C. File No. 180,] 

Ix RE ALBERT MoINTYRE. i^^O 

PETITIOX for a writ of habeas corpus on a conviction 
by W. H. Butler, Esq., J.P., at the City of Ottawa. 

On 29th April, 1880, Taschereau, J., refused to make 
an order for the issue of the writ. 

On 3rd May, 1880, the writ was ordered to issue, on a 
subsequent application, by Henry, J., and, on the return of 
the writ, the petitioner was discharged from custody. 

(17tfh June, 1880.) 



[S. C. File Xo. 181.] 

ROOXEY V. ROONEY. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (4 Ont. 
App. R. 255). 

Appeal entered, but never prosecuted. 
r4th May, 1880.) 
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1880 [S. C. File No. 182.] 

THE NATIONAL INSURANCE CO. v. BLACK et al. 

Ajipcal — Jurindiciion — Amount in controversy. 

PETITION for leave to appeal from the Court of Queen's 
Bench, Province of Quebec, appeal side. 

The action was instituted on 11th June, 1877. to recover 
$1,800, with interest from 10th November, 187(5, and costs, 
and was dismissed in the Superior Court District of 
Montreal. 

On ap])eal tlie Court of Queen's Bench reversed this judg- 
ment and condemned the company, defendants, to pay 
$1,800, with interest from 18th July, 1877, Which, at the 
date of the jud<nnent, amounted to $261, and with costs, then 
amountin/T to $002.09. The ])etitioner contended that the 
amount involved in tlie controversy upon tlie judgment 
appealed from thus amounted to $2,063.69, and that an 
appeal would lie to the Supreme Court of Canada. On appli- 
cation to Mr. JrsTicE 'Monk, one- of the judges of the court 
appealed from, the approval of the bond of security for costs 
on appeal was refused by him on the ground that the amount 
in controversy was less than $2,000. 

'Hie Supreme Court refused to entertaiji the petition by 
way of appeal from the decision rejecting the security bond. 

Petition dismissed. 
(irtli M.ay, 1880.) 

(See 24 L. C. Jur. 65.) 



-■^ , ■■» 
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[S. C. File No. 199.] 1881 

MOFFATT V. BELL. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New Brunswick. 

Dismissed^ with costs for want of prosecution. 

(loth Februan^, 1881.) 

(See 9 N. B. Rep. 261; 20 N. B. Rep. 121.) 



[S. C. File No. 208.] 

RAY ET AL. V. LOCKHART et al. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New Brunswick. 
Dismissed, with costs. 
(11th Apnl, 1881.) 
(See 20 N. B. Rep. 129.) 



[S. C. File No. 223.] 

DOUTNEY V. RICHARD. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side (24 L. C. Jur. 30). 

Dismissed, for want of prosecution. 
(30th March, 1881.) 
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1882 [S. C. File No. 225.] 

WESTERN COUNTIES RAILWAY CO. AND ATTOR- 

NEY-GENERAL FOR CANADA v. THE WINDSOR 

AND ANNAPOLIS RAILWAY CO. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 

Dismissed, with costs without argument. 

(:3iid May, 1882.) 

(Cf. 7 App. Cas. 178.) 



[S. C. File Xo. 226.] 
1881 KENWAY V. KERR. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bencli for Maint^^ba. 
Notice given; appeal never prosecuted. 
(12th May, 1881.) 



[S. C. File Xo. 228.] 

Ix RE CLARENCE BAULNE. 

SUMMONS to shew cause why a writ of habeas corpus 
should issue upon a conviction by the Police Magistrate for 
the City of Ottawa. 

OrdiT refused by Strong, J. 
(3rd June, 1881.) 
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[S. C. File Xo. 240.] 1881 

In re JAMES F. B. HELY. ^"^ 

APPLICATION for writs of habeas corpus and certiorari 
upon a conviction by James Johnston, J.P., at Gloucester, 
in the County of Carleton, in Ontario. 

Fiat for writs granted by Strong, J., on 16th August, 
1881. 

On filing of the warrant of commitment and evidence, 
etc., the fiat was cancelled and the application refused by 
Strong, J. 

(17th August, 1881.) 



[S. C. File No. 244.] 

SEWELrL ET AL. V. THE BRITISH COLUMBIA TOWING 
AND TRAXSPORTATIOX CO. et al. 

MOTION to the Couri; for leave to appeal per saltiim 
from the judgment of the Chief Justice of the Supreme 
Court of British Columbia, refused with costs. 

Subsequently an appeal de piano was heard and decided 
on the merits. 

(See 9 Can. S. C. R. 527.) 

(25th October, 1881.) 



[S. C. File Xo. 246.] 

EVANS V. FLINN et al. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 

Dismissed, for want of prosecution. 

(10th October, 1881.) 
0.— 8 
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1M2 [S. C. File No. 254.] 

HUGHES V. HUGHES. 
APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Dismissed, for want of prosecution. 

(2nd May, 1882.) 



1881 [S. C. File No. 256.] 

In re GEORGE MASON. 

APPLICATION for writs of habeas corpus and cer- 
tiorari upon a conviction by David Scott and R. C. W. 
MacCuaig, JJ.P., at the City of Ottawa. 

Writs issued on the order of Foubnier, J., who, on the 
return of the writs, refused to discharge the prisoner. 

(3rd October, 1881.) 



1882 [S. C. File No. 263.] 

McGREEA^ V. MARCHAND. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province 
of Quebec, appeal side. 

Dismissed with costs for want of prosecution. 
(20th February, 1882.) 
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[S. C. File No. 270.] 1882 

In re POLLY HAMILTON. l^t^^^i 



March 11. 



Criminal laio — Habeas corpus — Certiorari — Conviction — Keeping a 
house of ** Ul'fame ** — Reviev)ing evidence — Construction of statute 
—29 d SO Vict. c. 4S, M. i, 5 (Can.)—R. 8. O. (1877), o. 70, 
ss. 1, 8 — Liberty of the subject. 

Under the provisioos of the Act, 29 & 30 Vict. ch. 45 (Can.), (R. S. 
O. 1877, ch. 70), it \a the duty of the Judge of a Superior Court 
in Ontario^ before whom writs of habeas corpus ad subjiciendum 
and certiorari are returned, to review and consider the evidence 
upon which the prisoner has been convicted, and to decide as to 
its sufficiency. 

In the absence of proof that the person occupying a house knowingly 
kept therein persons of bad reputation or guilty of lewd conduct, 
general evidence that the keeper of the house was of evil reputation, 
or iniilty of lewd conduct, is insufficient to support a conviction for 
keeping a house of *' ill-fame " under the Act 32 & 33 Vict. ch. 
28 (D.)> And its amendments. 

The Queen v. M osier (4 Ont. P. R. 64), and The Queen v. Lev^que 
(30 U. C. Q. B. 509), referred to. 

(Not*.— Cf. R. S. O. (1887) ch. 70, ss. 1. 5. and R. S. O. (1897) 
ch. 83,88. 1, 5. The Act of 1866, 29 & 30 Vict. ch. 45 (Can.), was 
not consolidated in the Rev. Stats, of Can. 1886. See Sch. B. at p. 
2S02. See also R. S. L. C, c, 95, ss. 22-26, Re Trepanier (12 Can 
S. C\ R. Ill); Ej^ p. Macdonald (27 Can. S. C. R. 683). per 
GiBOUARD. at pp. r)8<»-7, and Re Richard (38 Can. S. C. R. 394.) ) 

APPLICATION, before Mr. Justice Henry, in Cham- 
bers, upon the return of writs of habeas corpus and certiorari, 
for the discharge of the prisoner from custody in the Com- 
mon Gaol for the County of Carleton, in Ontario, upon the 
commitment of the Police Magistrate for the City of Ottawa, 
who sentenced her to a term of confinement in the Andrew 
Mercer Reformatory for Femiales. 

The circumstances of the case are stated in the judgment 
of His Lordship, Mr. Justice Henry, now reported. 



Mosgrave, appeared for the prisoner. 

♦ Present : Mr. Justice Henry, in Chambers. 
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1882 After hearing counsel on behalf of the prisoner. His 

^77 ' Lordship reserved judgment, and, on a subsequent day, 
Hamilton, ordered that the prisoner should be discharged from custody 
for reasons stated as follows: — 

Henry^ J. — The prisoner was on the fourth day of March 
instant, convicted by M. O'Gara, Esquire, Police Magistrate 
in and for the City of Ottawa — 

For that she« the said Polly Hamilton, on the twenty-third day 
of February, A.D. 1882, at the City of Ottawa aforesaid, did unlaw- 
fully keep a house of ill-fame contrary to the form of the statute in 
such case made and provided ; 

And for which offence she was, by the said Police Magis- 
trate, adjudged 

to be imprisoned in the Andrew Mercer Ontario Reformatory for 
Females for the Province of Ontario at Toronto, and there kept for 
the space of fifteen months. 

On an application made to me on the sixth instant, by 
petition of the prisoner, attested to, setting forth amongst 
other things, that the 

evidence taken against her before the police magistrate was not 
sufficient in law to support the said conviction, 

I allowed a writ of habeas corpus to issue, and also a writ 
of certiorari, commanding the police magistrate in question 
to return the information, evidence, depositions, papers, 
commitment and proceedings before him taken in connection 
with the commitment and restraint of liberty of the prisoner. 

The prisoner was brought before me under the former 
writ on the eightli instant, and the papers duly returned by 
the police magistrate. The prisoner was represented by coun- 
sel, but no one appeared to oppose the discharge of the 
prisoner. 

The two writs were issued under the provisions of the 
statute of Canada, passcnl in 186(5, intituled "An Act for 
more etTectually securing the liberty of the subject,^' re- 
enacted in the Revised Statutes of Ontario, chapter 70, page 
840: 
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■ • 

" Whereas the writ of habeas corpus has been fouixi b; fexperi- 1882 
ence to be an expeditious and effectual method of restoring any < — , — " 
person to his liberty who has been unjustly deprived thereof ; and In RB 
whereas, extending the remedy of such writ and enforcing obedience Hamilton. 
thereunto, and preventing delays in the execution thereof, will be 
adyantageous to the public; and whereas the provisions made by an 
Act parsed in EiUgland in the thirty -first year of King Charles the 
Second, intituled " An' Act for the better securing the liberty of the 
dubjecb, and for the preventiuu of niipriboiiuieut beyond the ^ctiB," 
only extends to caseB of commitment or detainer for criminal or sup- 
poeed criminal matter. 

Therefore Her Majesty, by and with the advice and consent of 
the Legislative Council and Assembly of Canada, enacts as follows: 

Section 1. Where any person shall be confined or restrained of hi& 
or her liberty (except persons imprisoned for debt, or by process in 
any civil suit, or by the judgment, conviction or decree of any court 
of record, court of oyer and terminer, or general f;aol delivery, or 
court of general sessions of the peace), any of the judges of either 
of the superior courts of law or equity may, and they are hereby 
required upon complaint made to them by or on behalf of the 
person so confined or restrained, if it appears by affidavit or affirma- 
tion (in cases where by law an affirmation is allowed;, that there 
\^ a probable and reasonable ground for such complaint, to award, in 
vacation time, a writ of habeas corpus ad auhjiciendum under the 
Mai of the court wherein the application is made, directed to the 
person or persons in whose custody or power the party so confined 
or restrained is, returnable immediately before the person so award- 
ing the same, or before any judge in chambers for the time being. 

See also 29 & 30 Vict. ch. 45, s. 1 (D.). • ' 

Section 5 of the Act 29 & 30 Vict. ch. 45 (D.), provides 
as follows: 

In «11 cases in which a writ of habeas corpus t^hall be issued under 
the authority of this Act, or of the said Act of the thirty-first year 
of the reign of King Charles the Second or otherwise, it shall and 
may be lawful for the judge or court ordering the issuing of such 
writ, or for the judge before whom such writ shall be returnable, 
either in term time or vacation, to direct the issuing of a writ of 
certiorari out of the court from which such writ of habeas corpus 
shall have issued, directed to the person or persons by whom or by 
whose authority any such person shall be confined or restrained of his 
or her liberty, or other person having the custody or control thereof, 
requiring him to certify and return to any judge in chambers, or to 
the court as by the said writ shall be provided, all and singular the 
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1882 evidence, depoeitions, convictions, and all proceedings had or taken, 

' — r^ touching or concerning such confinement or restraint of liberty, to the 

• In rb end that the same may be viewed and considered by such judge or 

Hamilton, ^y^^ ^^^ ^^ ^jje end that the sufficiency thereof to warrant such 

confinement or restraint may be determined by such judge or court. 

THie preamble clearly shows that the intention of the 
legislature was to extend the remedy of the writ of habeas 
corpus that the provisions of thirty-first Charles the Second, 
as extending only "to cases of commitment or detainer for 
criminal or supposed criminal matter/^ were considered in- 
sufficient. Section 5 was therefore enacted to extend the 
remedy by habeas corpus by providing for the return under 
writ of certiorari of 

all and singular the evidence, depositions, convictions and all pro- 
ceedings had or taken ... to the end that the same may be 
viewed and considered by such judge or court, and to the end that the 
sufficiency thereof to warrant such confinement or restraint, may be 
determined by such judge or court. 

It is patent to my mind that it is not only the right, but 
the duty, of the judge to look at and consider the evidence, 
and decide as to the sufficiency of it. The Act was passed, 
as the preamble states, to extend the power and duty of the 
judge, and the object of his considering the endence is un- 
equivocally stated to be to ascertain the sufficiency of it. 
• 

I have but little to consider in regard to the policy of the 
enactment, but in view of the absolute power of a police 
magistrate to tr}% without the consent of the accused before 
him, not only misdemeanours, but felonies, involving the 
consequences of lengthened imprisonment and heavy fines, 
without any appeal from his conviction, it may have been 
properly considered that some review of his finding should, 
in the public interest, be provided. 

In a case which came before me two years ago, I reviewed 
and considered the evidence upon which the conviction was 
bad; and finding it amounted to but hearsay of a very un- 
satisfactory and loose character, I ordered the discharge of 
the prisoner. Previous to the statute of 1866, before re- 
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ferred to, no such power existed, and possibly was found un- 1882 
necessary; but since the passage of that statute two decisions tJ^^ 
tinder it have been given in the Court of Queen's Bench in Hamilton. 
Ontario, one, in 1867, in the case of The Queen v. 'Mosier 
(1), and the other, in 1870, in the case of The Queen v. 
Leveque (2). 

In the former case the head notes are as follows : 

The Act 29 & 90 Vict. ch. 45, had in view end recognizes the 
right of every nian committed on a criminal charge to have the opinion 
of a jndge of a superior court upon the cause of his commitment by 
an inferior jurisdiction. 

The judges of the superior court are bound when a prisoner is 
brought before them under that statute to examine the proceedings 
and evidence anterior to the warrant of commitment, and to discharge 
him if there does not appear sufficient cause for his detention. 

Mr. Justice (now Chief Justice Wilson) in his judg- 
ment in that case, puts the same construction that I have 
done on the fifth section of the Act, and says: 

Adopting the views I expressed I cannot help holding that a 
judge is bound to examine the proceedings anterior to the warrant, 
to see if they authorize it ; and if they do not, that he is bound to 
determine whether they warrant the detention, and if not to discharge 
him. 

One of the head notes to the report of the latter cited 
case is as follows : 

Bemhle — Proceedings having been taken under 29 & 30 Vict. ch. 
45 (D.), that the evidence might be looked at, and if so it was 
plainly insufficient in not shewing that the place in which she was 
found was within the statute, or that she wias a common prostitute. 

The witness in that case stated that — Last night, about nine 
o'clock, the defendant was with a soldier in the barrack yard. He put 
her up against the wall and took up her clothes, and the soldier 
struck me. 

That was strong circumstantial evidence, but was held 
insufficient. 

Having determined that it is my duty to consider the 
evidence in this case I shall briefly do so. 

(1) 4 Ont. P. R. 64. (2) 30 U. C. Q. B. 509. 
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1882 Th6 charge against the prisoner is "for keeping a house 

'^'^ of ill-fame/' It is so charged in general terms both in the 

Hamilton, information, in the conviction, and in the warrant of commit- 
ment. Parties are tried before the police magistrate on the 
information against them. The evidence is therefore refer- 
able to the charge or complaint made in it. The statute, 
however, allows that a party may be convicted for an offence 
not formally charged in the information. That, however, 
does not affect this case, as the same offence is stated in the 
same words in both the information and conviction, and 
that, as I before said, is for keeping a house of ill-fame. 
Whether or not it be necessary to set out in the conviction 
Ihe cdrcumsbances which are relied upon to constitute a 
house of ill-fame, as to which I here give no opinion, it is at 

« 

all events necessary to prove them. 

I have attentively considered the evidence in tihis case, 
and shall briefly review those parts of it in support, of the 
charge as far as I consider necessary. 

The first witness examined was William Deane, a con- 
stable who said he knew the prisoner and her residence ; that 
he was on duty for a month in that neighbourhood, and 
passed the house frequently at night; saw men go there be- 
tween eleven o'clock at night and one in the morning; did 
not know the men; saw cabs standing there, one at a time, 
on two occasions. The men went in twos, tlirees, and singly. 
Tliore is no business carried on in the house. The prisoner 
and -another girl stop there. He then speaks of being in the 
house but once, and that was three months previous. The 
prisoner he found there alone. He does not say what he 
saw or heard there, and neither he nor any other witness 
describes the house in any way or how it was furnished, or 
fitted up, or in what manner occupied. There is nothing, so 
far, in this testimony as to the character of the house. This 
if! the substance of his evidence, except the statement. 

They (referring to the prisoner and Eva Rose) live by prostitution 
to the best of my knowledge. 
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So they might, and still even if evidence at all, which it {^^2 

ife not, it is not evidence that the prostitution was carried on ^"""^^ 

in that house. He says he speaks only from observing the Hamilton. 
men go there and what he heard. 

Daniel O^Leary, sergeant-major of police, who laid the 
information, was the next witness examined. He seems to 
know nothing more of the house than the previous witness. 
Without further knowledge, how is a judge or jury to know 
that the men were there for illegal or improper purposes? 
Without such evidence what right has anyone in a judicial 
position to assume the guilt of the prisoner? 

We cannot convict anyone of a criminal offence by proof 
of circumstances which do not necessarily shew guilt. We 
are to construe doubtful transactions in favour of innocence. 
This witness again, like Deane, says the prisoner and Eva 
Rose lived by prostitution, but he admits he knows nothing 
but from hearsay. 

The bad reputation of the prisoner and Eva Rose is fur- 
nished altogether by hearsay statements. In some of the 
United States general evidence of public notoriety has been 
allowed in prosecutions for the keeping of bawdy houses. 
The meaning of that term is, however, well understood, and 
the term is a technical one. The term " ill-fame " is one, 
however, not so well defined. It is used as another term foi 
bawdy-house, but it may properly be understood by many 
as being a disorderly house, where persons of loose conduct 
and habits meet solely for drinking, gambling, and other 
6vil practices, other than those in bawdy houses. When, 
therefore, a witness uses the term generally it may admit of 
more than one construction, and one witness may construe 
^t differently from another. Before evidence in general 
terms, as to the charge of keeping a house of ill-fame, is 
0* valne, it should be ascertained how the witness intended 
it to be applied, and what he meant by the term. A woman 
^ay have a bad reputation, but proof thereof is not sufficient 
to convict her of keeping a house of ill-fame, nor would 
evidence that she herself was guilty of lewd conduct be suffi- 
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1882 cient unless her house was otherwise a disorderly house. In 
a charge of that kind it is necessary to shew that she know- 

IN RE 

Hamilton, ingly kept in her house others who were similarly guilty. 
The only evidence in support of that position is that in re- 
spect of Eva Rose. That evidence, however, does not shew 
any improper conduct on her part <after she went to reside 
with the prisoner. She might have lived by prostitution for 
ten years previously, but that could not affect the prisoner 
without proof of knowledge by her of the fact, and that with 
her knowledge she was guilty of lewd conduct in her house. 
Not a scintilla of evidence appears, however, on that im- 
portant point. In other important particulars the charge was 
unsustained bv the evidence. 

In this case the circumstances, as far as the evidence 
goes, are not actually inconsistent with the conclusion of 
guilt, but in the first place the facts proved are per se in- 
sufficient, and in the next they are not inconsistent with any 
other rational conclusion than that the prisoner is guilty. 
As to the latter there is a total failure. 

Sir William Russell in his work on Crimes, Vol. 3, p. 
215, says: 

There is no difference between civil and criminal cases with refer- 
ence to the modes of proof by direct and circumstantial evidence, 
except that in the former, where civil rights are ascertained, a less 
degree of probability may be safely adopted as a ground of judgment 
than in the latter, which affect life and liberty. 

There is, however, another presumption of law that is 
important, to be always remembered when judicially con- 
sidering a criminal charge, but which is sometimes forgotten, 
and that is the presumption of law that arises in favour of 
innocence until the contrary is proved. The proof of the 
contrary in this case is in my opinion wholly defective. 

The desire for shutting up of houses of ill-fame or dis- 
orderly houses in any community, and for the prevention of 
crime generally, is highly commendable, and should be 
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seconded by all legal means^ and by the aid of all judicial 1882 

ofBcers of every rank, but it must be done in such a way as '"^^ — ' 

not to violate most valuable and important principles and Hamilton. 
rules of evidence upon which depend the safety of life, 
liberty and p^ope^t}^ 



■ 

/ 



\ 



Having thus stated my views in this matter, I have 
only to add that I think the evidence insufficient to warrant 
the conviction and restraint of liberty of the prisoner, and 
that she is, in my opinion, entitled to be discliai'ged from 
custody. 

Prisoner discharged from custody. 



[S. C. File No.* 272.] 

Ik re the QUEBEC TIMBER COMPANY. 

Constitutional law — Legislative jurisdiction — Incorporation of trading 
companies — Foreign corporations — Judicial opinions on references 
—Private rights— 45 Vict, c, 119 (D.). 



It is 



'nexpendient that opinions should be given upon matters re- 



^iTed for examination and rei)ort under the provisions of the 
"Pi'eme and Exchequer Courts Act, where the questions may 
®^^ private rights that may come before the court judicially, 
" "^hich ought not to be passed upon without a trial. 

Til »^ 

***^iect8 for which the company in question wias incorporated, by 

^^ statute 45 Vict. ch. 119, are within the jurisdiction of the 

^^^^ian Parliament, and are out of the exclusive jurisdiction 

^•"o-vincial legislatures, and consequently such a company may 



1882 

*- — I — ' 

♦March 27. 
•March 30. 



be 



*^<;orporated by Parliament. 



^SPERENCB mAde by resolution of the Senate of Can- 
ada, on 24th March, 1882, under the provisions of section 53 

^*^8ent: Sib William Ritchie, C.J., and Foubnieb, Henby, 
T^BCH^BEAU and Gwtnne, JJ. 



I 
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1882 cf "The Supreme and Exchequer Courts Act," 38 Vict. eh. 
^^^ 11 (R. S. C. c. 135, 8. 38). 
Thb Quebec 

Company. A bill intituled " An Act to incorporate the Quebec Tim- 

ber Company (Limited)," for the incorporation of a manu- 
facturing and trading company with powers to transact 
business throughout the Dominion of Canada, was referred 
bv the Select Committee of the Senate of Canada on Stand- 
ing Orders and Private Bills to a sub-committee, which re- 
commended that the Senate should, under its 55th rule, 
refer the matter to the Supreme Court of Canada. 

On motion, it was ordered that the said report should be 
adopted, and the bill referred as recommended. 

The reference was accordingly made and transmitted for 
examination and report thereon, and more particularly upon 
the questions following; — 

" 1. Whether a company already incorporated under the 
'Companies Act of 1862 to 1880,' of the Imperial Parlia- 
ment, for the purposes mentioned in the bill, has a legal 
corporate existence in Canada: and, if so, whether a second 
corporate existence can, upon its own application as a com- 
pany, be given to it by the Canadian Parliament ? 

"2. Whether the objects for which incorporation is 
sought are such as take the bill out of the exclusive jurisdic- 
tion of the Legislature of the Province of Quebec?*' 

The Court, having examined the bill, and taken it into 
consideration, reported thereon to the Senate as follows: — 

As to the first part of the first question submitted, 
namely, "Whether a company already incorporated under 
' The Companies Act of 1862 to 1880/ of the Imperial Par- 
liament, for the purposes mentioned in the bill, has a legal 
corporate existence in Canada?" The court pray to be 
excused from answering this question, on the ground that 
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the question affects private rights which may come before it 1882 

judicially, and which ought not to be passed upon without _ ' ^ 

a trial. Thb Qubbko 

Timber 
Company. 

As to the second part of the question, " Whether a second 
corporate existence can, upon its own application as a com- 
pany, be given to it by the Canadian Parliament?" — this 
court presumes means — Wliether the Dominion Parliament 
can give the company corporate existence in Canada? The 
court are of opinion that the Dominion Parliament can in- 
corporate such a company for objects coming within the 
jurisdiction of the Parliament of the Dominion. 

And, aa to the second question (above recited) : — 

The court are of the opinion that the objects mentioned 
in this bill are within the jurisdiction of the Dominion Par- 
liament, and are out of the exclusive jurisdiction of the 
Legislature of the Province of Quebec. 

The report was duly transmitted to the Clerk of the 
Senate, together with a copy of the articles of association of 
the company, and the company was, subsequently, incor- 
porated by the statute, ch. 119 of the Acts of the Parliament 
of Canada, passed in 1882, 45th Victoria. 



[S. C. Pile No. 273.] 1882 

McGBEEVY v. PERRAULT. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province 
of Quebec, appeal side. 

Dismissed, for want of prosecution. 

(5th April, 1882.) 
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1883 [s. C. File No. 277.] 



' 



THE QUEEN v. T. STEWAET. 
APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 

The appeal depended upon the same evidence and cir- 
cumstances as the appeal in the case of The Queen v. 'McLeod 
(1), the cases were heard together, and the appeals allowed 
with costs. 

The reasons of the Court are reported in the case of 
2'he Queen v. McLeod (1), above referred to. 

(30th April, 1883.) 



[S. C. File No. 278.] 

THE QUEEN v. HELIWELL. 
APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 

The appeal depended upon the same evidence and circum- 
stances as the appeal in the case of The Queen v. McLeod 
(1), the cases were heard together, and the appeals allowed 
with costs. 

The reasons of tlie court are reported in the case of 
The Queen v. McLeod (1), above referred to. 

(30th April, 1883.) 

(1) 8 Can. S. C. R. 1. 
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[S. C. File No. 279.] 



1883 



THE QUEEN V. MURPHY. 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 

The appeal depended upon the same evidence and cir- 
cumstances as the appeal in the case of The Queen v. McLeod 
(1), the cases were heard together, and the appeals allowed 
with costs. 

The reasons of the court are reported in the case of The 
Queen v. McLeod, above referred to. 

(30th April, 1883.) 



[S. C. File No. 280.] 

THE QUEEN V. MACDOXALD. 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 

The appeal depended upon the same evidence and circum- 
stances as the appeal in the case of Ths Queen v. McLeod 
(1), the cases were heard together, and the appeals allowed 
with costs. 

The reasons of the co.urt are reported in the case of The 
Queen v. McLeod (1), above referred to. 

(30th April, 1883.) 



(1) 8 Can. S. C. R. 1. 
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1882 [S. C. File No. 281.] 

> , ' 

'ityw. I^ ^^ CANADA PROVIDENT ASSOCIATION. 

Itegialaiive jurUdiction — Constitutional law — Companies — Private hUl 
— Property and civil rights — Construction of statute — B. N. A. 
Act, 1867, 8. 92—45 Vict, c. 107. 

The objects of the Act to incorporate the *' Canada Provident Associa- 
tion " (45 Vict. ch. 107 (D.))f for carrying on business as a 
mutual benefit society throughout the Dominion of Canada do not 
fall within the class of subjects allotted to the provincial legisla- 
tures under section 1)2 of the " British North America Act. 1867." 

Per Ritchie, C.J., and Foubnieb, J. — ^There may be a doubt as to 
whether so much of the first section of the Act as enables the 
company to hold and deal in real estate beyond what may be re- 
quired for their own use and accommodation* or so much of the 
second section as enacts that certain funds shall be exempt from 
execution for the debt of any member of the association, could be 
intra vires of the Parliament of Canada. 

REFERENCE from the Senate of Canada (2), to the 
Supreme Court of Canada for their opinion, whether the 
bill for the incorporation of the " Canada Provident Associa- 
tion" is not a measure which falls within the class of sub- 
jects allotted to provincial legislatures under section 92 of 
the " British North America Act, 1867.^ 



>y 



The bill, as submitted to the court, was in the terms of 
the Act subsequently enacted as chapter 107 of the Statutes 
of Canada for the year 1882 (45 Vict.). 

Their Tx)rdships, the judges of the Supreme Court of 
Canada, transmitted the following opinions (3) : — 

Strong, Henry, Taschereau and Gwynne, JJ. — We 
are of opinion that the bill intituled, " An Act to Incorporate 
the * Canada Provident Association/ " referred bv the 

(2) Senate Journals, 1882, p. 273. 

(3) See Senate Journals, 1882, pages 301-302. 

• Present : Sib William Ritchie, C.J., and Foubnieb, Stbono, 
Uenby, Taschereau and fiwTNNE. JJ. 
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Honourable the Senate for the opinion of the Supreme 1882 
C'coirt. is not a measure which falls within the class of sub- 



In rb 

_iOVlDKi._ 

the " British North America Act, 18(57/' Ashociation. 



iects allotted to provincial legislatures, under section 92 of , Canada 

^ J- o 7 Provid«nt 



The CiiTEF Justice and Fournier, J. — We think the 
hill intituled " An Act to Incorporate the ^ Canada Provident 
Association/" having for its objects the carrying on of busi- 
ness and operating throughout the Dominion of Canada, is 
a measure which does not fall within the class of subjects 
allotted to provincial legislatures, imder section 92 of the 
British North America Act, 1867/' 

But we are not, in the very short time allowed us for 
consideration, prepared to say that so much of section one 
as enables this company to hold and deal in real estate, beyond 
what may be required for their own use and accommodation, 
or so much of section two as enacts that, 

snch fond or funds shall be exempt from execution for the debt of 
any member of the association, and shall not be liable to be seized, 
taken or appropriated by any legral or equitable process to pay any 
(I»*bt or liability of any member of the association. 

are intra vires of the Parliament of Canada. 

We think, before a positive opinion is expressed on these 
clauses, the matter should be argued before the court. 

Opinion iransmiited accordingly. 



[S. C. File No. 304.] 1882 

In re ALEXANDEE MoKINNON. 

PETITION for writs of habeas corpus and certiorari 
upon a conviction by James Johnston, Esq., J.P., at Glou- 
cester, in the Coimt}- of Carleton, in Ontario. 

The writs issued on order of Fournier, J., and, on the 
return, the prisoner was discharged from custody. 

(4th October, 1882.) 

C-— I 
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^^ [S. C. File Xo. 316.] 



MUIB V. HETr; ESQUIMALT ELECTIOX CASE. 



APPEAL from the Controverted Elections Court. 



Notice of appeal given; appeal never prosecuted. 



(8th January', 1883.) 



[S. C. File Xo. 336.] 

BANK OF XOVA SCOTIA et al. v. CUXDALL. 

PETITION for leave to appeal from the Supremo Court 
of Prince Edward Island. 

Xotice given, but appeal never prosecuted. 

(10th February, 1883.) 



[S. C. File No. 347.] 

WOOD V. SMITH. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 
Ap|)(^il withdrawn. 

(24th October, 1883.) 

(See 16 N. B. Rep. 37.) 
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tS. C. Files Nos. 349 and 353.] 1883 

GENEVIEVRE v. CHARLEBOIS. 

APPEALS from the Province of Quebec entered. 

Orders granted by Fouunieu, J., allowing eighteen copies 
of *' Cases ^' to be filed, by consent of parties. 

Api)eals never prosecuted. 
(11th and 16th April, 1883.) 



[S. a File Xo. 354.] 

BELL V. LEE. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (8 Ont. 
App. B. 185). 

Entered, but never prosecuted. 

(5ih October, 1883). 



[S. C. File No. 356.] 

Ik re EMMA OITELETTE. 

STIM^IONS to shew cause why a writ of habeas corpus 
should not issue upon -a conviction by the Police ^Magistrate 
for the City of Ottawa. 

Order refused by Hekry, J. 

(5th May, 1883.) 
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1883 [S. C. File No. 357.] 

DOYLE V. JACKSON; SOUTH NORFOLK ELECTION 

CASE. 

xlPPEAL from Controverted Elections Court (Province 
of Ontario). 

Entered, but never prosecuted. 

(llth October, 1883.) 



[S. C. File No. 3()0.] 

DksBARRES v. TR0MAIN. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 
Entered, but never prosecuted. 
(2rth July, 1883.) 
(See 16 N. S. Kep. 215.) 



[S. C. File No. 3r)l.] 

DICKIE V. THE MERCHANTS MARINE INSURANCE 

COfirPANY OF CANADA. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia (16 
N. S. Rep. 244). 

Dismissed with costs. 

(3rfl November, 1883.) 
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[S. C. File No. 366. ] 1888 

In re WILLIAM JOHJST LOGAN. 

SUMMONS to shew cause why a writ of habeas corpus 
should not issue. 

Writ refused by Henby, J. Subsequently a summons was 
issued to shew cause why the prisr^oner should not be admitted 

to bail and a writ issued, but no further proceedings were 
taken. 

(24th July, 1883.) 



[S. C. File No. 377.] 

CORBITT V. RAY. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia (16 
N. S. Eep. 407). 

Case on appeal entered, but never prosecuted. 
(4th September, 1883.) 



[S. C. File No. 381.] 

GILBERT V. DOE d. SIMONDS,. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New Bnmswick 
(22 N. Rep. 576). 

Case on appeal entered, but never prosecuted. 
(9th October, 1883.) 
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1883 [S. C. File No. 392.] 

THE QUEEN AND MANNING, 'MoDONALD, MC- 
LAREN & CO. 

ORDER by the Chief Justice, appointing Alexander H. 
Light, of the City of Quebec, Etiginecr of Government Rail- 
ways of the Province of Quebec, third arbitrator, in the 
arbitration between Her Majesty The Queen, represented by 
the Hon. J. H. Pope, Minister of Railways and Canals, and 
Manning, McDonald, McLaren & Co., to be had in pur- 
suance of certain orders in council, and an agreement of 
reference in respect to a contract for the construction of 
section B of the Canadian Pacific Railway. 

(23rd November, 1883.) 



1884 [S. C. File No. 401.] 

GALBREATH et al. v. MEYER. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of British Columbia. 
Entered, but never prosecuted. 
(14th Januarv\ 1884.) 



[S. C. File No. 412.] 

VACHON V. BUREAU. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Case and factums filed, but appeal not further prosecuted. 

(18th February, 1884.) 
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[S. C. File Xo. 415.] 1884. 

PARSONS V. MACLEAN. ^^ 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia (17 N. 
S. Rep. 45). 

Case withdrawn after inscription for hearing. 

(10th November, 1884.) 



[S. C. File No. 416.] 

PEER ET AL. V. McNABB. 

MOTION for leave to appeal from the Court of Appeal 
for Ontario (32 U. C. C. P. 545), refused. 

(22nfl Februan-, 1884.) 



[S. C. File N'o. 436.] 

CHARD V. JELLETT. 
APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Dismissed, for want of prosecution. 
(IGth June, 1884.) 



[S. C. File No. 447.] 

Ix RE FRANCIS MONTOaMERY. 

PETITION for writ of habeas corpus upon the convic- 
tion by J. Horsey and Charles Desjardius, Esqs., JJ.P. 
Writ ordered to issue bv Strong, J., and, on return, the 
p'^Eoner was discharged. 

(31st Jul}, 1884.) 



56 SUPREME COURT CA3ES. 

1884 [S. C. File No. 451.] 

WATSOX V. GREEN et al. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (10 Oat. 
App. R. 113). 

The appeal was argued on 4th December, 1884, and judg- 
ment was reserved, hut no judgment apix'ars to have been 

rendered. 

(4th December, 1884.) 



1386 |-c. C. File No. 464.] 

MOLSONS BANK v. THE ST. LAWRENCE AND 
CHICAGO FORWARDING COMPANY. 

APPEx4L from the Court of Queen^s Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Dismissed, for want of prosecution, 

(irth September, 1886.) 



1884 [S. C. File No. 470.] 

' — I — 

In re ALEXANDER JOHNSTON. 

PETITION for a writ of habeas corpus upon the commit- 
ment hv three justices of the peace for the United Counties 
of Prosooft and Russell. 

On return of the writ, Hexry, J., refused to discharge the 
petitioner. 

{T2ud November. 1884.) 
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[S. C. File No. 477.] 1881 

In re EAPHAEL SUPERIOR. 

PETITION for a writ of habeas corpus on the commit- 
ment by three justices of the peace for the United Counties 
of I'rcscott and Russell. 

On return of the writ the petitioner was admitted to bail 
by order of Henry, J. 

(22nd November, 1884.) 



[S. C. Pile No. 508.] 1885 

In re JENNIE BATES. 

PETITION for writs of habeas corpus and certiorari upon 
the commitment by the Police Magistrate for the City of 
Ottawa. 

Writs issued on order of Henry, J. 

On retnm of the writs the petitioner was discharged by 
Henry^ J. 

(28th February, 1885.) 



[S. C. File No. 518.] 

HENRY V. WATEROUS ENGINE WORKS COMPANY. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench for Manitoba 
(2 Man. L. R. 169). 

Dismissed, for want of prosecution. 

(16th May, 1885.) 
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i 

1886 

.-^ [S. C. Pile No. 622.] 

BARRAS V. CITY OF QUEBEC. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen^s Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side (11 Q. L. R. 42). 

Dismissed, for want of prosecution. 

(18th January, 1886.) 



J^ [S. C. Pile No. 523.] 



IRVING V. HAMILTON. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of British Columbia. 

Notice of motion given, but no further procee<lings were 
taken. 

(26th March, 1885.) 



rS. C. Pile No. 529.] 

THE QFEEN v. LECLERC. 
APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 
After inscription for hearing, the appeal was withdrawn, 
(28th May. 1885.) 
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I 

[S. C. File No. 530.] 1885 

THE QUEEN v. DORION. 
APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 
After inscription for hearing, the appeal was withdrawn. 
(28th May, 1885.) 



[S. C. File No. 531.] 

THE QUKEX v. BOUHHASSA. 
APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 
After inscription for hearing, the appeal was withdrawn. 
(28th May, 1885.) 



[S. C. File No. 532.] 

THE QUEEN v. RAYMOND. 
\PPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 
After inscription for h&ring, the appeal was withdrawn. 
(28th May, 1885.) 



fS. C. File No. 533.] 

THE QUEEN v. MARQUIS. 
APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 
After inscription for hearing the appeal was discontinued. 
(30th June, 1885.) 
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A«S5 [S, C. File No. 535.] 

DAVIES V. LUMSDEN et al. 

» 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (11 Out. 
App. R. 585). 

Case on appeal entered, but never prosecuted. 
(1st June, 1885.) 



[S. C. Pile No. 536.1 

PATERSON V. THOMSON. 

APPEAL from the Queen's Bench Division, High Court 
of Justice for Ontario (9 Ont. App. R. 326). 

Dismissed, for want of prosecution. 

(24th June, 1885.) 



fS. C. File No. 549.] 

THE CANADIAN LAND AND E/MIGRATION COM- 
PANY V. THE MUNICIPALITY OF DYSART, 

ET AL. 

APPEAL from tho Court of Appeal for Ontario (12 Ont. 
App R. 80). 

Ca.<*e on appeal entered, but never prosecuted. 
(24th July, 1885.) 
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LS. C. File No; 559.] ' ^^ 

STAIRS V. CURIUE; ** THE SECOKD/' 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New Brunswick. 
Settled between the partio and withdrawn. 

(24th February, 188().) 



[S. C. File No. 564.] 1««7 

THE WESTERN ASSURANCE COMPAXY v. THE 

CITY OF HALIFAX. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia (18 
N. S. Rep. 387). 

Dismissed, with costs. 

(18th November, 1887.) 



[S. C. File No. 565.] 

THE OCEAN MUTUAL INSURANCE COMPANY v. 

THE CITY OF HALIFAX. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 

Dismissed with costs. 

(18th November, 1887.) 
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1887 [s. c. File No. 566.] 

THE PROVIDENCE WASHINGTON INSURANCE 
COMPANY V. THE CITY OF HALIFAX. 

APPEAL from the Suureme Court of Nova Scotia. 

Dismissed, with costs. 

(18th November, 1887.) 



[S. C. File No. 667.] 

THE LONDON AND LANCASHIRE FIRE INSUR- 
ANCE COMPANY OF LONDON v. THE CITY 

OF HALIFAX. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 

Dismissed, with costs. 

(18th November, 1887.) 



[S. C. File No. 5^8.] 

JONES ET AL. V. THE CITY OF HALIFAX. 

APPP]AL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 
Dismissed, with costs. 

(18th November, 1887.) 
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[ S. C. File No. 578.] * ^^^ 

Mcdonald v. murray. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (11 Ont. 
App. R. 101). 

Appeal inscribed for hearing, but not further prosecuted. 
(1st February, 1886.) 



[S. C. File No. 686.1 

'MACDONALD v. McCALL. 
APPEAL never prosecuted, after notice filed. 
(See McCall v. Macdonald (13 Can. S. C. R. 247). 
(18th January, 1886.) 



[ S. C. File No. 594.] 

JOHNSON V. THE CONSOLIDATED BANK OF 

CANADA. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bencli, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Dismissed for want of prosecution. 
(6th February, 1886.) 
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^^ [S. C. File No. 596.] 

JOHN SCOTT V. THE QUEEN. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, on a reserved case. 

DismisstHi on default of appearance for the appellant. 

.(20th March, 1886. 



[S. C. File No. 602.] 

PAINT V. MoLEAN. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia (3 X, 
S. Dec. 316). 

Dismissed, with costs for want of prosecution. 

(6th April, 1886.) 



1885 [S. C. File No. 606.] 

gossp:lin v. the queen. 

APPP]AL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 

Appeal inscribed for hearing and subse<]uently abandoned. 

{29th December, 1885.) 
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[S. C. File Xo. 612.] 1886 

Ix RE HUGH CALEY. ""^~^ 

APPLICATION for a writ of habea.< corpus upon the 
commitment of Jeremiah Travis, Esq., stipendiary magij'tratc* 
for the Xorth-West Territories of Canada, for contempt of 
court. 

After filing of tJie petition and exhibits, proceedings were 
not further prosecuted. 

(27th March, 1886.) 



[S. C. File Xo. r,17.] 

MUXBO ET AL. V. BRICE. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (12 Ont. 
App. R. 453). 

The case was inscribed for hearing, and no one appearing 
for either of the parties, the case was struck off the list. 
Xo further proceedings were taken. 

(27th May, 188fi.) 



[S. C. File No. 626.] 1887 

DARLING V. RYAN. ^ 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province nf 
Quebec, appeal side. 

A motion to qua.^h the appeal was refused (Cass Di.ir. 2 
(?tj., 435). 

The respondent subsequently filed a factum and no further 
proceedings were taken. 

f8th January, 1887.) 

c. ' 
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1886 [S. C. File Xo. 627.] 

w 

•Sept 22. rpgjj CANADIAN PACIFIC RAILWAY CO. v. 

coNMEE & Mclennan. 

ON APPEAL FROM THE COFRT OF APPEAL FOR 

ONTARIO. 

Appeal — Jurisdiction — Order for stay of proceedings — llaiter of 
procedure — Judgment delivered out of court — Practice. 

APPEALS from two judgments of the Court of Appeal 
for Ontario ordering stay of proceedings in actions taken 
by the appellants. 

Motions to quash the appeals^ on the ground that the 
orders were merely matters of procedure, and not in the 
nature of final judgments, were heard on 22nd June, 188(), 
and judgments re8er\'ed to admit of the filing of written ar<^u- 
ments by the parties. 

It appeared, later on, that there was urgent necessity for 
pronouncing judgment upon the motions at an early date, 
and on 22nd September, 1886, the Chief Justice and judges 
who had heard the arguments, transmitted opinions to the 
Registrar of the court, by mail and telegraph, the majority' 
being of opinion that the appeals should be quashed for want 
of jurisdiction. 

FouRNiER. J., dissented. 

Nothing further was done in respect to these appeals till 
2nd October, 1888, when on motion before the court, in 
banco, for the entry of judgments in conformity with the 
opinions so expressed, it was ordered that formal judgments 
>hould hi' entered <iuashing the appeals with costs for want of 
jurisdiction. 

Appeals quashed with costs. 



* Present: Sib Wiluam Ritchie, C.J.. and Fournieb, Stbonq, 
Taschereau and Gwtnne. JJ. 
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[S. C. File No. 6iB.] 1886 

In be JOHN H. W. CADDY. 

PETITION for a writ of habeas corpus refused by 
Taschekeau, J. 

Subsequently a motion for leave to appeal from this 
decision was refused by the court. 

(20th May, 1886.) 



[S. C. File No. 629.] 

STABNES ET AL. V. ROSS. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Dismissed, without costs, by Gwynne. J., for want ol 
prosecution. 

(7th June, 1886.) 



[S. C. File No. 634.] 1887 

ANCHOR MARINE INS. CO. v. ALLEN. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen^s Bench, appeal side 
(13 Q. L. R. 4), Province of Quebec. 

The appeal was first subtTiitted on factums. Subsequently 
snpplementary factums were filed, by leave of the court, and 
it was ordered that counsel should be heard. The appeal was 
not further prosecuted. 

(11th May, 1887.) 
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1889 LS. C. File No. 639.] 

THE UNION BANK OF LOWEE CANADA v. THE 

HOCHELAGA BANK. 

APPl']Ali from tlie Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Dismissed, with costs. 

(18th 'March, 1889.) 

(See 14 R. L. 410; 12 Legal News, 179.) 



1«87 [S. C. File No. 656.] 

HARDY KT AL. V. THE MASSEY MANUFACTURING 

COMPANY. 

APPEAL from the 'Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

Struck off list of inscriptions without costs, by consent. 

(KJth March, 1887.) 



[S. C. File No. 6G3.] 

THE QUEEN v. DAVIE. 
APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 
lnscrilK»d for lioaring but never prosecuted. 
(13th January, 1887.) 
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[S. C. File No. 672.] ' 1891 

THE QUEEN v. GUSTAVUS B. WRIGHT. 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 
Judgment appealed from reversed. 

(23rd November, 1891.) 



[S. C. Pile No. 673.] 

THE QUEEN t. EBEBT'S. 
APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 
Judgment appealed from reversed. 
(23rd November, 1891.) 



• « ■ 



[S. C. File No. 674.] 

THE QUEEN v. PERRY et al. 
APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 
Judgment appealed from reversed. 
(23rd November, 1891.) 



[S. C. File No. 675.] 

THE QUEEN v. MARTIN bt al. 
APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada^ 
Judgment appealed from reversed. 
(23rd November, 1891.) 
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1887 [S. C. File No. 679.] 

WISE V. TTJTTLE et al. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of British Columbia. 
Case not filed. 

Motion to dismiss appeal dismissed by Gwynnb, J. 

Xo further proceedings taken. 

(3rd May, 1887.) 



[S. C. File No. 691.] 
STAR KIDNEY PAD COMPANY v. MCCARTHY. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New Brunswick. 
Case settled between the parties. 

(3rd May, 1887.) 

(See 23 N. B. Rep. 83; 24 N. B. Rep. 95.) 



1889 [S. C. FUe No. 692.] 

GRIFFIN V. McDOUGALL et al. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia (19 
S, S. Rep. 254). 

A motion to quash the appeal on the ground that it was 
asserted from a judgment which was, in its nature, inter- 
locutorv only, was withdrawn. 

A suggestion by the appellant was filc*d notifying the death 
of one of tli(^ ros])ondentfi, and praying that the appeal might 
be continued against the surviving respondent. 

No further proceedings taken. 

(23rd January, 1889.) 
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[S. C. File No. 694.] 1«87 

W 

In re PHILIP CURLEY. '^^iLfi.^' 

Criminal laic — Summary convictions and orders — Procedure by magis- 
trates — Delay in issuing commitment — Term of imprisofiment — ■ 
Commencement of sentence — S2 d 33 Vict, c, 29 — ** Canada Tem- 
perance Act, 1678 '*—S2 d 33 Vict, c, 31. 

The Chief Justice of Prince Edward Island had refused to discharge 
the prisoner from custody on the ground that he had been arrested 
and was confined under a commitment issued after the expiration 
of two months from the date when he was convicted and sentenced 
to a term of two months' imprisonment. A subsequent application, 
by summons, in the Supreme Court of Canada, to shew cause why 
a writ of habeas corpus should not issue and the prisoner be dis- 
charged* which was supported on similar grounds, was refused by 
His Lordship Mb. Justice Hen by. 

(Of. Ex parte Smitheman (35 Can. S. C. R. 189). 

APPLICATIOX for the issue of a writ of habeivs corpus 
upon the commitment of the applicant by the stipendiary 
magistrate, at Charlottetown, P.E.I., taken by way of appeal 
from the judgment of the Chief Justice of Prince Edward 
Island, refusing to discharge the prisoner from custody. 

The prisoner was convicted on the 15th of October, 1886, 
for a third offence against the provisions of the '* Canada 
Temperance Act, 1878," and was, on the same day, sentenced 
to be imprisoned in the Common Gaol of Queen's County, 
P.E.I., for the period of two months, by the stipendiary 
magistrate for the City of Charlottetown, P.E.I. Upon the 
s^aid conviction, an order nisi was issued by the Chief Justice 
ot Prince Edward Island, directed to and served on the said 
stipendiary magistrate, in another case under the same statute 
against the same defendant for a similar offence, requiring 
him to shew cause why a writ of prohibition should not issue 
staying all further proceedings in the matter of said prose- 
cution on the ground that his appointment as such stipen- 
diar}' magistrate was illegal, and that all acts done by him in 



•Present: Mr. Justice Henry, in Chambers. 
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18S7 virtue of such an office were irregular, null and void, and 
^^^ ' said order nisi likewise ordered the stay of all proceedings 
CuRLBT. by him pending the judgment upon the rule. The magis- 
trate, accordingly, without admitting the defendant to bail, 
refused to issue a e(mmiitment, upon his said conviction, un- 
til after the said rule had been argued before the court. 

An order was made discharging the rule, when, on 28th 
February, 1887, the magistrate issued his warrant of com- 
mitment, and on 17th March, 1887, the applicant was 
arrested under the warrant of commitment so issued, and 
committed to gaol to serve the term of imprisonment to which 
he had been sentenced, on the 15th of October, 1886. 

Upon his arrest the prisoner obtained the issue of a writ 
of habeas corpus, under which he w-as brought up before the 
Chief Justice of Prince Edward Island, and his discharge 
f)rayed for on the ground that, at the time of his arrest, tht 
lerm of imprisonment to which he had been sentenced had 
expired, as the period of imprisonment shoidd be reckoned 
from the date of the conviction, and not from the dat« when 
he was arrested and taken into custody. After hearing 
counsel on this application, the Chief Justice, on 26th March, 
18S7, discharged the writ, and ordered that the prisoner 
should be remanded to the custody of the ga<)ler to sen-e out 
the reiiiainder of his term. 

The learned Chief Justice stated his reasons for judgment, 
as follows: 

" Palmer, C.J. — The Dominion statute. 3*^ «!t 33 Vi<i. 
ch. 29, as it*5 title declares, is passed respecting ])rocedure in 
criminal cases. Sections 2 to 7, inclusive, regulate the pro- 
cedure before justices of the peace, and the latter section 
declares what the procedure sliiall be before^ justices of the 
peace out of sessions ; first, by the existing statute in relation 
to persons charged with indictable offences; and, secondly, 
hv the exisiintr statute in relation to suinmarv convictions 
and orders: thus pointing out two statutes already in force. 



CUKLIY. 
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\shich, together with the five sections next preceding said 1887 
MHtion 7, are to regulate the procedure before justices of the ^^^ 

peace. 

•' Section 7 expres.sly provides that, in the following out 
these two existing statutes, the justices of the peace in tlieir 

procedure must be 

subject to any special provision contained in any Act relating to the 
particular offence with which the offender is charged. 

The statute, having thus provided for the manner of pro- 
cerlure before justices of the peace, then, by its 8th and 
consecutive following sections, proceed.^ to set forth the 
ni(y1e of procedure in the higher courts of law; the process 
of indiftments. trial by jury, challenges of jurors, witnesses, 
variances in records, appeals, new trials?, punishments, peni- 
ti'ntiary, etc., until it arrives at the 91st section, which pro- 
vides: — 

The period of imprisonment in pursuance of any sentence shall 
commence on and from the day of passing? any sentence, but no time 
during which the convict may be out on bail shall be reckoned as part 
of the term of imprisonment to which he is sentenced. 

"This section, therefore, evidently appears to belong to 
criminal proceedings of the higlior clas><, and those when 
< oTiducted in the higher courts, and I think was not intended 
to be nor is it incorporated with proceedings before justices 
cf the peace in oifences heard before them. In chapter 181 of 
the newly Eevised Statutes of Canada, this section (^1), with 
an amendment, is introduced under the general head ' Im- 
prisonment/ indiscriminately with all other sections of all 
other Acts relating to imprisonment, but if, by its introduc- 
tion there with its amendment, it were intended to be ex- 
tended to proceedings in summary cases before justices of 
the peace, it would not affect the present ca^se if the Revised 
Statutes, in their amended parts, are excepted from a retros- 
pe<tive operation. 

•' The ' Oanada Temperance Act,' by section 107, enacts 
as follows: — 



1 
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l^f^'j Every oflfence against the second part of this Act may be prosecuted 

— . — ' in the manner directed by the " Act respecting the duties of Justices 
In BE of the Peace out of Sessions in relation to Summary Convictions and 
Orders," so far as no provision is hereby made for any matter or 
thing which may be required to be done with respect to such pros*ecu- 
tion, and all the provisions contained in the said Act shall be 
applicable to such prosecutions, and to the judicial and other officers 
before whom the same <are hereby authorized to be brought in the 
same manner as if they were incorporated in this Act, and as if all 
such judicial and other officers were named in the said Act 

" Xow, in this Act, there is nothing said about the period 
of imprisonment for an offence within it being required to 
commence ' on and from the day of passing sentence, etc/ 
Long before the passing of this Act the law on that question 
was well settled by the decisions of the courts of common 
law, viz., that the period of imprisonment should commence 
only and run from the day of the offender's being coinniitted 
to close confinement; and, therefore, had the legisl-ature in- 
tended that it should commence from the period of the hear- 
ing or judgment of conviction, the legislature would surely 
have enacted so in plain terms. 

" It was argued by the prisoner's counsel that the 91st 
clause of the Act, 32 & 33 Vict. ch. 29, should be read with 
or deemed a part of the above mentioned Act of 3? «Sr 33 
Vict. ch. 31, but this, I think, could not possibly have been 
^he intention of the legislature; and, if we look at and duly 
regard the various special provisions respecting procedure 
contained in the 'Canada Temperance Act,' the Act. in its 
vital parts, would become almost nugatory, if it were made 
subject to the said 9l8t section of the Act, 32 & 33 Vict. ch. 
29." 

On the return of the summons, before Mr. Justice 
Hekry, it was argued that the commencement of the terra 
of imprisonment ran from the time of the sentence. 15th 
October, 1886; that, at the time of the arrest 17th March, 
1887, the term of imprisonment (two months) had expired; 
and that, as the prisoner had not been released upon recog- 
nizance, but was permitted to go at large from the time he 



(2Rth 



April, 1887.) 



(2)^' ^a«- 675. (5) 4 Burr. 2527, 2577. 

(3v ^^ U. C. Q. B. 106. (6) 6 App. Cas. 229. 

^ Xegal News. 116. (7) L. R. 2 Q. B. 379. 
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was sentenced until the date of his arrest, imprisonment must 1887 
be presumed from the date of the sentence, and he was con- TT'^ 
sequently illegally held in custody. The following cases Curlev. 
were relied upon: — Reg. v. Riel (1) ; Cornwall v. The Queen 
(2) ; Ex parte Gervais (3) ; Payley on Convictions (6 ed.), 
338, and cases there cited: The Queen v. Castro (4)^ per 
Brett^ L.J., at page 516; Rex v. WMes (5), cited with ap- 
proTal in Castro v. The Queen (6), per Selborne, L.J., at 
page 237; Reg, v. Cutbush (7). 

Hodgson, Q.C., appeared for the prisoner. 

Davies, Q.C., for the Crown. 

After hearing counsel for and against the application, 
His Lordship, 'iMr. Justice Henry, reserved judgment, and 
^^ a subsequent day refused the application. 

Summons for writ dismissed. 



f^- C. File No. 695.] 1887 

'^bucbants marine insurance company 

v. pritchard. 

, „. "^ AL from the Supreme Court of New Brunswick 
' ^-^- B. Rep. 232). 

'-iQe of appeal entered but never prosecuted. 



^-. — ' 
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IH«7 [s. C. File No. 696.] 

WORTS V. SUTHERLAND. 
APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Dismissed, with costs. 

(18th November, 1887.) 



1888 [S. C. File Xo. 701.] 

JOHNSTON KT AL. V. THE, CANADIAN PACIFIC 

RAILWAY CO. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of British Columbia. 

Dismissed, for want of prosecution. 

(6th March, 1888.) 



1887 r^- ^- File No. 718.] 

■- _ _ -* 

RYKERT V. PATTISOX; UXCOLX AXD ^rT.\GARA 

ELECTTOX CASE. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

Allowed without costs by consent of the ])arties. 

(25th October, 1887.) 
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[S. C. File No. 719.] 1887 

BENDER V. CARRIER. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Case on appeal filed, but never prosecuted. 
(5th October, 1887.) 
(See 11 Legal News, 85.) 



[S. C. File No. 720.] 

MONTREAL AND EUROPEAN SHORT LINE RAIL- 
WAY CO. V. STEWART. 

APPEAL from the Supremo Court of Nova Scotia (20 
X. S. Rep. 115). 

Allowed with costs by consent of counsel. 
(26th October, 1887.) 



[S. C. File No. 732.] 

LOW V. RAIN. 

AJ^PEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side (31 L. C. Jur. 289). 

■Motion for leave to file ca^^e on appeal, after the (expiration 
of tiino limited, refused with costs. 

(21^t October, 1887.) 
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1S87 rS. C. File No. 737.] 

THE QUEEN v. STILLWELL. 

SUMM'ONS to shew cause why a writ of habeas corpus 
should not issue on the commitment of the prisoner upon 
an indictment for libel, at the Cornwall Autumn Assizes, 
1887. 

Never prosecuted. 
(2nd November, 1887.) 



xMOSS V. THE QUEEN. 

APPEAL from the award of tiie Dominion Official Arbi- 
trators. 

Notice of appeal and record filed. No further proceedings 
taken. 

(11th November, 1887.) 



1888 [S. C. File No. 743.] 

SPROT^liE V. EDWARDS; RUSSELL ELECTION 

CASE. 

APPEAL from the Controverted Elections Court in On- 
tario. 

Discontinued and appeal dismissed. 

(21st February', 1888.) 
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[S. C. File No. 745.] }^ 

MARINE V. PETERSON. 
APPEAL from tlie Supreme (*ourt of New Brunswick. 

Diriiniseed, for want of prosecution. 

(J)th December, 1887.) 



[S. C. File No. 749.] 

THE QUEEN v. POULIOTT. 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada (1 Ex. C. 
K. :513). 

Notice given, but appeal not prosecuted. 
(15th December, 1887). 



fS. C. File No. 762.] 1889 



J 



POIRIER V. FI8ET; RIMOFSKI ELECTTOX 

CASE. 

APPEAL from the Controverted Elwtions Court. 

Dipcontinued, and appeal dismissed with costs. 

(15th Jantiary, 1889.) 
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1«8« LS. C. File No. 754.] 



V ■ * 



HEAHK V. McGKEEVY; QUEBEC WEST ELECTION 

CASE. 

APPEAL from the Controverted Elections Couii;. 

Dismissed with costs for want of prosecution. 

(15th March, 1888.) 



1890 [S. C. File No. 765.] 

McGREEVY v. McIX)UGALL. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
(Quebec, appeal side. 

Dismissed, for want of prosecution. 

(24th February, 1890.) 



1888 [S. C. File No. 759.] 

< — ,— ' 

BELANGER v. CASGRAIN: L'ISLET ELECTION 

CASE. 

APPEAL from judgment on preliminar}^ objections in tiie 
Controverted Elections Court. 

Quashed with costs for want of jurisdiction. Order made 
s?imo as in l/Assonrption Election Caj<p (14 Can. S C. IJ. 
429). 

(27th February, 1888.) 
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[S. C. File No. 760.] 1^ 

MARINE V. KRINKE. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New Brunswick. 
Notice given, appeal never prosecuted. 
(26th January, 1888.) 



[S. C. File No. 768.] 

COTILOMBE V. CARON et al. : MASKIXOXGE ELEC- 

TION CASE. 

APPEAL from the Controverted Elections Court. 

Dismissed with costs. 

(26th October, 1888.) 



[S. C. File No. 769.] 

CAUCHOX V. LANGKMEH: MOXTMOREXCY ELEC- 

TION CASE. 

APPEAL from the Controverted Elections Court. 

Quasliod, for want of jurisdiction. 

(27th February, 1888.) 
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1S88 [S. C. File No. 772.] 

COOK V. FAIRALL; EAST SIMCOE ELECTION CASE. 
APPEAL from the Controverted ElectioiUi Court. 

I 

Allowed, on motion, without costs. 
(8th October, 1888.) 



[S. C. File No. 776.] 

LA SOCIETE PERMANENTE DE CONSTRUCTION 

DES ARTISANS v. OUIMET. 

Appeal — Jurisdiction — Amount in controversy. 

MOTION for leave to appeal from a judgment of the 
Court of Queen's Bench, Province of Quebec, appeal side. 

The action was to recover $810.64, alleged to have been an 
overcharge nuade by the society against the plaintiff (re- 
spondent), on a settlement of certain h3rpothecary obliga- 
tions charged upon real estate, being the difference between 
$3,652.27, exacted by the society, and $28.73, the balance 
actually due them by the plaintiff. The plaintiff's action 
was maintained in the courts below, and the defendants 
(appellants), applied to Tessier, J., in the court appealed 
from, for approval of security upon an appeal to the Supreme 
Court of Canada. This application was refused. 

A similar application to the Registrar of the Supreme 
Court of Canada, in chambers, was refused on 1st March, 
1888, and on 10th March, 1888, notice of motion by way of 
appeal was given, but the motion was never brought to a 
hearing before the full court. 
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[S. C. File No. 783.] 1888 

MOORE V. THE CITIZENS FIRE INSURANCE COM- 

PANY OF CANADA et al. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (14 Ont. 
App. Cas. 682). 



Upon consent, dismissed without costs. 
(27th Oct., 1888.) 



[S. C. File No. 787.] 

KENNEDY v. FREEMAN. 
APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Entered, but never prosecuted. 
(18th May, 1888.) 
(See 15 Ont. App. R. 166, 216.) 



[S. C. File No. 788.] 

BOOTH V. DAVISON et al. 
APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Entered, but never prosecuted. 
(2nd May, 1888.) 
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1888 (S. 0. File Xo. 792.) 

KENNEDY v. iMYLES. 
APPEAL bond filed. Appeal never prosecuted. 
(18th May, 1888.) 



1889 '^^' ^' ^^^ ^^' '^^^'^ 



•Nov 26 27 JOHN BAIRD (Dkfendant) Appellant; 

AND 

1890 ELLIOTT et al. (Plalniiffs) Respondents. 

•March 10. ON APPEAL FROM THE rOTJRT OF APPEAL FOR ONTARIO. 

Rivers and atreatnt — Ohstructiona in channel — Water-power — MSl-dam 
— Diversion of water — Riparian rights — Land covered by tcaie'^ 

Judgment of the Court of Appeal for Ontario reversing the judgment 
of Proudfoot, J., which in effect confirmed the judgment of the 
Chancellor of Ontario (26 Gr. 549), affirmed. 

APPEAL from the judgment of the Court of Appeal for 

Ontario, reversing the judgment of the trial court (1) with 
costs. 

A statement of the case as presented before His Lordship, 
the Chancellor of Ontario, is given in the report of his judg- 
ment (1). On an appeal, the suit was remitted baek for 

further trial, and additional pleadings were filed and new 
evidence taken. No judgment was pronounced on account of 

the Chajicellor's appointment as Chief Justice of Ontario, and 
the case was, subsequently, argued before *Mr. Justice Proud- 
foot, who held that the new evidence put in shewed that blast- 
ing had taken place, and the waters of the tail-race had been 
diverted in 1872 (see the report of the case above referred to 
at p. 556), by the plaintiffs (respondents), but that they had 

♦Prkment: Sir William Ritciiik. C.J., and Strong. Tasche- 

UF.W and (iWYNNE, .T.I. 

(1) 20 Or. 549. 



Elliott. 
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not shewn that they had a right exercised and acquiesced in 1890 
for twenty years to build the dam in question and blast the ^'^'^^ 
new race so as to divert the waters; that the defendant (ap- _ ?». 
pellant) was entitled to have the waters of the tail-race flow 
bv the ordinary channel, and that the Chancellor's decree 
should stand. 

On a second appeal, the Court of Appeal, on 3rd April, 
1888, declared that the plaintiffs were entitled to the free 
imd uninterrupted flow of the waters, reversed the trial court 
judgments and restrained the defendant from fouling the 
tail-race, or otherwise hindering or impeding the flow of 
waters to the paintiffs* mill. 

S. H. Blake, Q.C., and W. Casseh, Q.C., for the appellant. 
0. Moss, Q.C., and Jamieson, for the respondents. 

The Chief Justice and Strong and Tasciiereau, JJ., 
were of the opinion that the appeal should be dismissed with 
costs. 

GwYNNE, J. — This appeal must, in my opinion, be dis- 
missed with costs, whether the appellant was or was not a 
riparian proprietor on the south branch of the Mississippi 
River at the place where, as he contends the mill race con- 
structed by Shipman, and which is in question, was origin- 
ally made by him to discharge its waters. He is not, how- 
ever, in point of fact, at this point, a proprietor of any land 
abutting on the Mississippi Biver or the mill race. He is 
the proprietor of a small piece of land called lot ^^" abut- 
ting on the river some chains further down, and he is seized 
of the bed of the river at the point where as he contends the 
mill race was originally made to discharge its waters into 
the river from a rocky eminence about 18 or 20 feet perpen- 
dicularly above the bed of the river. What he claims is not a 
right to have the waters of the race flowing in the channel of 
the River Mississippi to and past his lot "M," situate on 
the bank of that river, for that they do now, being dis- 
charged into the river on the property of the respondents 
above the said lot " M," but a right to prevent and restrain 
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1890 the respondents from drawing the waters of the said race 
g^j^ as they run over and past a piece of land of which the re- 
V. spondents are seized in fee under title derived from the same 
Shipman who constructed the race, to a mill of the respon- 
dents erected upon the said piece of land, and from dis- 
charging the waters of the race into the river at the point 
where they are discharged, being a point lower down in the 
river's bank than that which is insisted upon by the appel- 
lant as being the place where the waters of the said race were 
originally discharged and would still discharge themselves 
into the said river but for such diversion and use of them by 
the respondents; the appellant's object being to intercept the 
waters of the said race at the point where, as he contends, 
they were originally nmade to descend from what is now the 
property of the Mississippi Biver Improvement Company, at 
a perpendicular elevation of 18 or 20 feet above the river, of 
the bed of which the appellant is now seised in fee, so that 
the appellant m«ay be enabled to conduct the waters of the 
said river through a flume to be constructed by him, and 
rested upon supports placed in the bed of the river, with a 
lapid fall to a mill, which he contemplates, in such case, 
erecting on his said lot " M," thereby obtaining what is con- 
tended by the appellant would be an infinitely superior 
mill-privilege and water-power than could be obtained by 
the waters of the race being discharged into, and flowing in 
the channel of the river; and thus, if the appellant's con- 
tention should prevail he would utterly destroy the respon- 
dents' mill property, and would deprive them of all benefit 
from the waters of the race as heretofore enjoyed by them 
and those through whom they claim under title derived 
from the said Shipman. 

The appellant's claim thus rests for its foundation upon 
the assumption that in point of fact Shipman, who con- 
structed the said race by drawing from the 'Mississippi Biver, 
upon his own land at a point much higher up, the waters 
flowing into and through the said race, so constructed it that 
it should discharge its waters again into the river still upon 
his own land at the point contended for by the appellant, and 
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where he desires in virtue of his seisin of the bed of the river 1890 

at that place to intercept them and conduct them by a flume T^ 

coDstnicted as aforesaid io his lot " M" v. 



Elliott. 



I do not think it at all necessary to review at large the 
evidence which has been so fully reviewed by two of the 
learned judges of the Court of Appeal for Ontario, or to do 
more than say that I entirely concur in the conclusion arrived 
at by those learned judges, namely, that the evidence estab- 
lishes (very conclusively, as I think), that the said race was 
not made by Shipman so as to discharge its waters into the 
river at the point insisted upon by the appellant, but that on 
the contrary, when the race reached the land whereof the 
respondents are now seized in fee, its waters were suffered 
to flow upon and across and alongside the said lund, and to 
follow the natural inclination of the land, and that they did 
in doing so flow over and alongside of the land whereof the 
respondents are seised, and did, aft^r certain user thereof by 
the respondents and those through whom they claim, dis- 
charge themselves into the Mississippi River at the place 
where they are now discharged after user by the respondents 
et their mills. 

Under these circumstances it is unnecessury to consider 
whether the appellant in virtue of his seisin of the bed of 
the river at the place which he insists upon as being the 
place where the waters of the race were originally made 
to discharge themselves into the river, would, if such had 
been established to be the fact, have a right to prevent the 
respondents from utilizing the waters of the race as they 
flow past and through their lands, and from discharging 
such waters after being used by them into the river at the 
place where they are now discharged, which is a point above 
lot " M," whereof the appellant is seized. 

Appeal dismissed tvith costs. 

Solicitors for the appellant; Blake, Lash, Cassels & Hoi'- 

fnan. 

Solicitors for the respondents; Jamieson & Greig, 
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1889 



-• 



[S. C. FUe No. 799.] 

t 

BONNER V. ANDERSON et al. 
APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Dismissed, with costs by consent of parties. 
(25th January, 1889.) 



18»» [S. C. Files Nos. 802, 803.] 

THE QUEEN v. THE J. C. AYER CO. et al. 

APPEALS from the Exchequer Court of Canada (1 Ex. C. 
R. 232). 

Discontinued, 

(20th December, 1888.) 



1889 [S. C. File No. 805.] 

CHURCH V. CHRISTIE et al. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia (20 
N. S. Rep. 468). 

Appeal allowed and decree entered by consent. 
(ll)th January, 1889.) 



SL PUEME COUKT CASES. 89 

[S. C. File Xo. 807.] 1889 

' r— — ' 

SAMSON V. THE QUEEN. 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada (2 Ex. 
C. K. 30). 

Diseontuiued. 

(lOth Sept., 1889.) 



[S. C. File No. 832.] 1888 

THE THMPERANCE COLONIZATION SOCIETY v. 

FAIRFIELD. 

APPLICATION for leave to appeal from the Common 
Pleas Division of the High Court of Justice for Ontario. 

Notice filed ; appeal never prosecuted. 

(9th October, 1888.) 

(See 17 Ont. App. B. 205.) 



[S. C. File No. 845.] Iggg 

LATOUR V. GRANT. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, appeal side, 
Province of Quebec. 

Dismissed with costs for want of prosecution. 
(Sth ^larch, 1889.) 
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J888 [S. C. File No. 846.] 

EASTERN DEVELOPMENT CO. v. MACKAY. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia (20 
N. S. Rep. 325). 

Notice filed; appeal never prosecuted. 

(17th October, 1888.) 



18!}0 [S. C. File No. 851.] 

>i , 

BANQUE lyHOCHELAGA v. GAKTH kt al. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Beucli, Province of 
Quebec (14 R. L. 548), appeal side. 

Discontinued. 

(9th September, 1890.) 



1»91 [S. C. File Xo. 853.] 

HEIRS YOUXG v. THE QUEEN. 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 

Appeal allowed and case referred back to the Exchequer 
Court. 

(19th January, 1891.) 
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[S. C. File No. 862.] 2^ 

THE COUNTY OF SIDNEY v. OSTBOM. 
APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Discontinued^ with costs. 
(24th January, 1889.) 



[S. C. File No. 877.] 

HOOD V. Mcculloch. 

APPEAL from the Queen's Bench Division of the High 

Court of Justice for Ontario. 

I 

Notice filed; appeal never prosecuted. 
(29th March, 1889.) 



[S. C. File No. 878.] 

ROWLANDS V. CANADA SOUTHERN RAILWAY 

COMPANY. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

" Notice of appeal entered, but never prosecuted. 

(2nd April, 1889.) 
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1890 [S. C. File No. 879.] 

ALLEN V. EEID. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench for Lower 
Canada, appeal side (14 Q. L. R. 126). 

By consent of parties the judgments of the Superior Court 
and of the Court of Queen's Bench were reversed, the patents 
of invention in question were declared good and valid, and 
the respondent restrained by injunction from the use of such 
inventions, the appellant paying the costs in all the courts. 

(6th March, 1890.) 



1889 [S. C. Pile No. 886.] 

^"^ Ex PARTE PATRICK DOHERTY. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New Brunswick 
(27 N. B. Rep. 405). 

On the case coming on for hearing no person appeared on 
behalf of the appellant, and the case was struck off the roll. 

No further proceedings were taken. 

(10th May, 1889.) 



[S. C. File No. 889.] 

CLARK V. WALKER. 

APPLICATION for leave to appeal per solium from the 
Queen's Bench Division of the High Court of Justice for 
Ontario, refused. 

(27th April, 1889.) 
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[S. C. Pile No. 918.] 1890 

PICARD V. THE NORTH SHORE RAILWAY 

COMPANY. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen^B Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Judgment appealed from reversed, by consent of parties. 
(3rd June, 1890.) 



[S. C. File No. 930.] 188f> 

MUIR V. MOAT. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

Case on appeal and factums deposited and inscribed for 
hearing. No further proceedings taken. 

(7th October, 1889.) 



[S. C. File Xo. 938.] 

McPATRTDGE v. HOLSTEAD. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 
Discontinued. 
(31 St October, 1889.) 
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i^ [S. C. File No. 943.] 



HUTTON V. ANDERSON. 



APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Notice of appeal filed, but never prosecuteoL 



(2l8t December, 1889.) 



1890 [S. C. File No. 949.] 

MANDIA V. McMAHOI^. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (17 Ont. 
App. H. 34). 

Notice of appeal filed; never prosecuted. 

(26tli January, 1890.) 



[S. C. File No. 962.] 

HTITTON V. MOKDEN ft al 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

Appeal inscribed for hearing but not further prosecuted. 

(14th March, 1890.) 
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[S. C. File No. 956.] lg9Q 

THE QUEEN v. THE CITY OF TORONTO. ^ "^ 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 
Entered, but never prosecuted. 
(2l8t March, 1890.) 



. [S. C. File No. 964.] I^^q 

In re ARABIN alias IREDA. •A^iriiri2. 

Habeas corpus — Certiorari — Jurisdiction of Judges of Supreme Court 
of Canada — Reviewing evidence — Construction of statute — 29 d 
SO Vict. c. 45 {Can,)—R. 8. C. c. 135, M. 32, 36. 

In re Trepanier (12 Can. S. C. R. Ill), and In re Mosier (4 
Ont. P. R. 64), referred to. 

(XoTE. — Cf. In re Hamilton, p. 35, ante; In re Tellier, p. 110, 
post. 

APPLICATION for writs of habeas corpus and certiorari 
refused by Mr. Justice Pattersox, the following reasons 
for judgment being delivered : — 

Patterson, J. — Mr. Ward has applied to me for a writ 
of habeas corpus addressed to the keeper of the common 
gaol, and a writ of certiorari addressed to the police magis- 
trate of the City of Ottawa. 

The application is made upon the petition and affidavit 
of the prisoner, who shews that he was charged before the 
police magistrate for that he did 

unlawfuUy and without lawful excuse point a revolver at the prose- 
cutor, contrary to the form of the statute in such oasa made and pro- 
vided, 

and that he was convicted for that offence and sentenced to 
thiriiy days in the common gaol, where he is now confined 



♦ Pbesent : Patterson, J., in Chambers. 
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1890 under that sentence. He sets out fully the evidence given for 
\jf\j^ the prosecution and that of several witnesses called by him 
4BABIN. in his defence, shewing also that he tendered his own evi- 
dence, contending that the offence charged was only a com- 
mon assault, but the magistrate rejected his evidence. 

The power of a judge of the Supreme Court — assuming 
the legislative jurisdiction of Parliament to confer such 
power on judges of this court — is that which was given to 
a judge of one of the courts of law or equity in Upper -Can- 
ada by the Act, 29 & 30 Vict. ch. 46. That Act authorized 
the issue of a writ of habeas corpus by a judge upon the 
complaint of a person restrained of his liberty, only when it 
appeared by affidavit that there was a probable and reason- 
able ground for such complaint. Power was given by the 
fifth section of the Act to a judge to issue a writ of certiorari 
for the production of the 

> evidence, depositions, convictions, and aU proceedings had or taken, 
(caching or ooncernini^ ^uch confinement or restraint of liberty, 
to the end that the same may be reviewed and considered by such 
judge or court, and to the end that the sufficiency thereof to warrant 
such confinement or restraint may be determined by such judge or 
court. 

I am not prepared, at present, to hold that this power to 
issue a certiorari passed to the judges of this court by the 
Supreme and Exchequer Courts Act, R. S. C. ch. 135, 
sec. 32, but am inclined to agree with the view expressed 
in Trepanniers Case (1), that the power is confined to 
that conferred by section 36, which applies only to pro- 
ceedings in appeal before this court. That is, however, 
immaterial on this application, because all the materials 
that could be returned on a certiorari are fullv set out, with 
the oxooption, perhaps, of a formal conviction which has 
probably not been drawn up. I have no idea that the Upper 
Canada law con tempi a fed the use of the evidence, etc., when 
reriirrKHl, as n foundation for reviowincr the decision of the 
magistrate as on an appeal, ^fy impression is that its oftico 

(1> 12 ('nn. S. r. n. 111. 
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was meant to be in aid of the power given by section three 1890 
of the statute to try the truth of the return to the writ of "T^ 
habeas corpus^ which is by no means the same thing as re- Ababin. 
viewing the decision on the weight of evidence. 1 do not 
understand the decision In re M osier (2), to go further 
than that^ although the learned judge who gave the 
decision may not have so limited the opinions he expressed. 

But WB have in the evidence accompanying this petition 
direct proof of the charge amply sufBcient tx) warrant 
the conviction. The charge itself is in the very language 
of the statute^ R. S. C. ch. 148^ sec. 4 (Burbidge's Criminal 
Law, 78), substituting " revolver '^ for "firearms,'' which, if 
it involved any ambiguity, is shewn by the witnesses on both 
sides to have been imderstood as a weapon of the designated 
class. 

I am of opinion that the petitioner has not shewn a pro- 
bable and reasonable ground for his complaint. On the 
contrary, I think the evidence, etc., which he sets out would, 
if it were formally before the court, insure his remand. I, 
therefore, refuse the application. 

Application refused. 



[S. C. Pile No. 973.] 

THE QUEEN v. THE MONTREAL AND EUROPEAN 
SHORT LINE RAILWAY COMPANY. 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada (2 Ex. 
C. R. 169). 

Entered, but never prosecuted. 

(23rd April, 1890.) 

(2) 4 Ont. P. R. 64. 
c— 7 



1890 
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1890 [S. C. File No. 974.] 

Re upper CANADA IMPROVEMENT FUND. 

REFERENCE by the (Jovernor-Gteneral-in-Council, filed 
and inscribed for hearing during October sessions of 1890. 

The question referred related to the distribution between 
the Provinces of Ontario and Quebec of proceeds of sales of 
Common School Lands and Crown Lands, $124,685.18 and 
$101,771. ()8, respectively, belonging to the late Province of 
Canada. 

On lltli November, 1890, a motion to set down the refer- 
ence for hearing at the end of the Ontario list was refused by 
the court. No further proceedings were taken 

(Note. — See report In re Common School Fund and Lands; 
Province of Ontario and Province of Quebec v. Dominion of Camada, 
28 Can. S. C. R. 009.) 

The caae of The Province of Ontario v. The Dominion of Can- 
ada (10 Ex. C. R. 292), wa^g pending on appeal to the Supreme 
Court of (lianada while this volume was being printed. 



[S. C. File No. 976]. 

MACDONELL et al. v. PURCELL. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 
Discontinued with costs. 
(19th May, 1890.) 



1891 rS. C. File No. 977.] 

— ^ JACKSON V. WALKER. 

x\PPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario, dis- 
missing an appeal from the judgment of the Chancellor, 
which dismissed the action with costs. 
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The action was by one Clarke to have a mechanics' lien 1891 
registered against property in the City of Toronto vacated ' 

and set aside^ and also to have a judgment in a case of 
Virtue v. Hayes, to enforce another mechanics' lien, regis- 
tered against the same lands, vacated and set aside. The 
Chancellor of Ontario dismissed the action, and his decision 
was affirmed by the judgment appealed from. The present 
appellant became plaintiff by revivor, and entered the 
appeal to the Supreme Court of Canada. The appeal was 
heard on 29th January, 1891, and judgment was reserved. 
On 22nd June, 1891^ the appeal was dismissed with costs. 

[Of. Virtm v. Hayes (16 Can. S. C. R. 721). See also 
Clark V. Walker, p. 92, ante.'] 



[S. C. Pile No. 1002.] 1890 

SEYMOUR V. TOBIN. ""^^ 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 
Entered, but never prosecuted. 
(25th September, 1890.) 



[S. C. Pile No. 1008.] 1894 

CONNOR V. MIDDAGH. "^^ 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (16 Ont. 
App. R. 356). 

The arguments took place on the 7th June, 1892, and 
the court being equally divided in opinion, a new argument 
was ordered. 

On 10th Februar}', 1894, a suggestion was filed stating 
that the case had been settled between the parties. 

(lOth Februar}% 1894). 
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1894 [S. C. File No. 1009.] 

HILL V. MIDDAGH. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (16 Oni 
App. R. 356). 

The arguments took place on the 10th of June, 1892, and 
the court being equally divided in opinion, a new argument 
was ordered. 

On 10th February, 1894, a suggestion was filed stating 
that the case had been settled between the parties. 

(10th February, 1894.) 



1890 [S. C. File No. 1019.] 

>^ — f — ^ 

*^*- ^ FOURNIER V. LEGER. 

Appeal — Jurudictiofu — Expiration of time for appealinff. 

Where the time limited for bringing an appeal to the Supreme Court 
of Canada has expired, there is no jurisdiction in the Supreme 
Court of Canada or a judge thereof to approve a bond of security 
for the costs of appeal. 

Of. The News Printing Company of Toronto v. Macrae (26 
Can. S. C. R. 695); Canadian- Mutual Loan & Investment 
Company v. Lee (34 Can. S. C. R. 224). 

APPLICATION to the Hegistrar in Chambers, for 
approval of security bond on appeal from the Court of Queen's 
Bench, Province of Quebec, appeal side, made on 8th 
October, 1890. 

Afl&davits were filed shewing that the judgment had been 
rendered on 2l8t May, 1890 ; that the amount in controversy 
exceeded $2,000 ; that notice of appeal to the Supreme Court 
of Canada was given on 27th May, 1890, and that the pre- 

♦ Present : The Reoistbab, in Chambers. 
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fientation of the petition for approvial of the security bond 1890 

oonld not be made^ although continued from time to time^ Fousniib 

on each date fixed for hearing, until the 24th of September, j^^j^ 

1890, by reason that, on each occasion, all the judges of the 

court appealed from, to whom the same was addressed, were 

abeent from the Court House at Montreal, at the time when 

tlio petition should h&ve been heard. On the last mentioned 

date, the petition was dismissed by Baby, J., one of the 

judges of said court, in consequence of the expiration of the 

time fixed for appealing under the provisions of the Supreme 

and Exchequer Courts Act. 

On the present application^ after hearing counsel on be- 
half of both parties, the Registrar refused the application, 
and, after reciting the circumstances, said: — 

The Rboistbae. — Considering that the judgment from 
which it is sought to appeal wias pronounced or rendered 
more than sixty days before the date of the application, to 
wit, on the 21st da-y of May, last past, without any exten- 
sion of the delay fixed by law for bringing said appeal 
having been granted, and considering that no jurisdiction has 
been given to this court or a judge thereof to extend the delay 
for bringing said appeal, it is, therefore, ordered that the 
said application be, and the same is, refused. 

Application refused. 



[S. C. FQe No. 1022.] 

SPARROW V. BANNERiMAN. 

BILL OF SALE transmitted (without any statement or 
explanations) by order of Rouleau, J., from the Supreme 
Court of the North-west Territories. 

No proceedings taken. 
(4th October, 1890.) 



L 
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1890 [S. C. File No. 1031.] 

*" - 

MACPABLANE v. FATT. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Not prosecuted. 

(20th November, 1890.) 



1891 [S. C. File No. 1037.] 

UNITED COUNTIES OF PRESOOTT AND RUSSELL 

V. PLATT BT AL. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (18 Ont. 
App. R. 1). 

Entered, but never prosecuted. 

(9th January, 1891.) 



1892 [S. C. File No. 1041.] 

WINDSOR AND AJ^NAPOLIS RAILWAY CO. v. 

McLEOD. 

Discretionary order — Redwjtion of verdict — ComU, 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia (23 
N. S. Rep. 69). 

Upon the argument of the appeal the court suggested 
a settlement reducing the verdict to $300, in which case 
the appeal should carry no costs but costs for the plaintiff in 
the courts below, otherwise the appeal to be allowed with costs 
and a new trial ordered. 

Subsequently the appeal was discontinued and an agree- 
ment filed. 

(7th January, 1892.) 



SUPBEME COURT CASE& 



[S. C. File No. 1046.] 
STEAKMAN et al. v. BAIRD ; In be PROHIBITION. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New BranBvick 
(29 N. B. Rep. 200). 

Entered, but never brought to a hearing. 

(18th February, 1891.) 
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1891 



[S. C. File No. 1049.] 

STEADMAN v. BAIRD ; In be ATTACHMENT. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New Brunswick 
<2» N. B. Rep. 200). 

^**red, but never brought to a hearing. 
(iStii Februarjr, 1891.) 



[S- C. FUe No. 1060.] 

t 

BBRTBAND v. THE QTJEBN. 

^^I^EAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada (2 Ex. 
C.B. 286). 

^^t prosecuted. 
(13th February, 1891.) 
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J^ [S. C. File No. 1057.] 

JUDAH V. THE ATLANTIC AND NOKTH-WEST 

RAILWAY CO. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queea'a Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Quashed without costs for want of jurisdiction. 
(21st May, 1891.) 

Note. — For a statement of this case, see Cameron's S. C. Prac. 
p 114. 



[S. C. Pile No. 1059.] 

BRODIE V. THE ♦ ESQUIMALT AND NANAIMO 

RAILWAY CO. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of British Columbia. 

An aflSdavit filed in this case states that the matters in 
issue were similar to those in the case of Hoggan v. The 
Esquimau and Nanaimo Railway Co. (1), which was dis- 
missed with costs, this judgment having been affirmed, on 
an appeal, by the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council 
in 1894. 

The appeal was not further prosecuted. 

(10th April, 1891.) 

(1) 20 Can. S. C. R. 235; [1894] A. O. 42d. 
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[S. C. FUe No. 1068.] 1891 

BOBILLARD v. DUPAUX. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal aide (16 B. L. 235; 31 L. C. Jur. 231). 

Dismissed with costs, for want of prosecution. 

(23rd October, 1891.) 



[S. C. Pile No. 1075.] 

THE CANADIAN PACIFIC RAILWAY CO. v. 
SINCLAIR AND TAPPAN. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of British Columbia. 

Entered, but never prosecuted. 

(8th June, 1891.) 



[S. C. Pile No. 1080.] 1893 

CANADIAN PACIPIC RAILWAY CO. v. CON^MEE & ^"""^ 

MoLENNAN. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

After hearing, the court reserved judgment and, on a 
>ub8equent day, by consent of the parties, judgment was 
entered varying the judgment appealed from, and ordering 
that a judgment should be entered in favour of the respon- 
dents for $175,000, as of Ist November, 1892, each party to 
bear their own costs in all the courts. 

(22nd March, 1893.) 

(Cf. 11 Ont. P. R. 149, 222, 297, 356; 12 Ont. App. R. 
744, and 16 0. R. 639.) 



106 SUPREME COURT CASES. 

1891 [S. C. File No. 1084.] 

^~^ BLACK V. HUOT. 

Execution for costs — Practice, 

APPEALS from Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

(Motions to have security approved and for leave to appeal 
were refused by the Begistrar in chambers, and subsequently 
orders were made dismissing both motions for leave to 
appeal with costs. 

(11th September, 1891.) 

Note. — Writs of fi. fa. were issued on 13th Nov., 1891, directed 
to the Sheriff of the District of Iberville, on precipe filed by solicitors 
for the respondents. 



1892 [S. C. File No. 1088.] 

GRIFFITH & CO. v. CROCKER. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (18 Ont. 
App. R. 370). 

Dificontinued. 

(6th April, 1892.) 



]^ [S. C. File No. 1092.] 

BUREAU V. DELTSLE; PORTNEUF ELECTION CASE. 
APPEAL from the Controverted Elections Court. 

Dismissed by order of the Chief Justice, on the ground 
that the defendant had no hem standi as required by the 
Dominion Controverted Elections Act, and also for want of 
prosecution. 

(12th December, 1891.) 
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[S. C. Pile No. 1099.] 1891 

THE ACCIDENT INSURANCE COMPANY OP NORTH 

AMERICA T. McFEE. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen^s Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Discontinued. 

(25ih September, 1891.) 



[S. C. File No. 1100.] 

MOSS ET AL. V. BROWN et al. 

APPLICATION for leave to appeal from the Supreme 
Court of New Brunswick. 

Dismissed, with costs. 

(9th October, 1891.) 

(See 31 N. B. Bep. 654.) 



[S. C. Pile No. 1106.] 1392 

SEYiAfOUR V. DOTJLL et al 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 
Settled out of court. 
(18th February, 1892.) 
(See 23 N. S. Rep. 364.) 
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2^ [S. C. Pile No. 1111.] 

ONTABIO AND QUEBEC RAILWAY CO. v. LES ' 

CUBE, ETC. 

SEARCH made for lodging of an appeal which does not 
appear to have been entered. 

(lOtii October, 1891.) 



1898 [S. C. FUe No. 1121.] 

AECHIBALD v. THE QUEEN. 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada {2 Ex. C. 
R. 374) . 

Abandoned. 

(18th September, 1893.) 



1891 [S. C. File No. 1122.] 

'^ — . — ' 

COTTER V. EDWABDS; HALDIMAND ELECTION 

CASE. 

APPEAL from the Controverted Elections Court. 
Entered, but never prosecuted. 
(16th November, 1891.) 
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[8. C. PQe No. 1123.] 1892 

BOWMAN V. ANTHONY; NOBTH WATERLOO 

ELECTION CASE. 

APPEAL from the Coatroverted Elections Court. 

Nerer brought to a hearing. 

(15th January, 1892.) 



[S. C. FUe No. 1126.] 1891 

KNELL T. BOWMAN; NOBTH WATERLOO '~^ 

ELECTION CASE. 

APPEAL from the C<mtroverted Elections Court. 

Entered, but never brought to hearing. 

(23rd November, 1891.) 



[S. C. File No. 1135.] 1392 

HABGBAFT v. GEAVELY ; WEST NORTHT' MBER- 

LAND ELECTION CASE. 

Controverted election — Dismi»8al on default of appearance — 

Reinstating appeal — Practice. 

APPEAL from the Controverted Elections Court. 

The appeal was entered on 8th January, 1892; subse- 
qnentiy the record was amended. On 10th February, 1892, 
a motion to quash the appeal was dismissed with costs. 
When the case came on for hearing, on 16th February, 1892, 
no counsel appeared, and the appeal was dismissed with 
(^ts- On 18th February, 1892, a motion to reinstate the 
appeal and stay entry of judgment was dismissed, and a 
f«rtificate of the judgment dismissing the appeal was trans- 
mitted to the Speaker of the House of Commons. 

(19th February, 1892.) 
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1892 [S. C. Pile No. 1152.] 

LEGBIS V. LECLERC; MASKINONGE ELECTION 

CASE. 

APPEAL from the Controverted Elections Court. 

Dismissed, without costs, by consent. 

(11th June, 1892.) 



March 3. 



[S. C. File No. 1164.] 

WILLIAMS V. LANDERKIN; SOUTH GREY 

ELECTION CASE. 

APPEAL from the Controverted Elections Court. 

Dismissed, by consent. 

(9th May, 1892.) 



1892 In re JEROME D. TELLIEE. 



Habeas corpus — Criminal Uno — Jurisdiction of judge of Supreme 
Court of Canada — Issue of writ out of jurisdiction of provincial 
courts — Concurrent jurisdiction — R, 8. C. c. 1S5, 9. S2—Con^ 
struction of statute — Constitutional law — Powers of Pariiameni 
— " Inland Revenue Act,** R, 8, C. c. S4, s. 159 {c)—8eUing and 
delivering a stiU and worm — Cumulative charge — Summarf 
con/viction — Adjournment — Conviction in absence of accused. 

On an application for a writ of habeas corpus ad subjiciendum on a 
commitment under a conviction in a criminal matter, to a term of 

♦ Present : PATTEBSoif, J., in chambers. 
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imprisonment in the common ^aol of the County of Richelieu, iu 1892 

the Province of Quebec, made in chambers at the City of Ottawa • — > — ' 

in OntariOi His Lordship Mr. Justice Patterson considered thai. In re 

under these circumstances, he had no jurisdiction to issue the i^i'i'iKR- 
writ there, as the concurrent jurisdiction given by the statute iu 
such matters ^ma limited \o that of a judge of the Superior Court 
of the Province of Quebec. t 

[Note. — The views above expressed by His Lordship are not in 
accord with the established jurisprudence of the court. Cf. In rr 
Trefianier (12 Can. a C. R. Ill) ; In re Sproule (12 Can. S. C. 
R. 140) ; In re Boucher ((>>ut. Dig. 635) ; Ex p. Macdonald (27 
C«n. S. C. R. 683) ; In re Richard (38 Can. S. C. R. 394), See 
also In re HtunUton (p. 35 ante) ; and In re Arahin (p. 95).] 

A charge that the person accused "sold and delivered a still and 
worm " without the necessary license under the *' Inland Revenue 
Act," R. S. C. ch. 34^ constitutes only one offence under sectioij 
159 (c) of that Act. 

Irregularities in procedure by a magistrate under the " Summary 
Convictions Act " are not properly open to review by a judge of 
the Supreme Court of Canada on an application for a writ of 
habeas corpus ad subjiciend4ifn, 

Senibiet that the jurisdiction given by the Act was intended to be 
limited to cases of emergency, or those in which, for some reason, 
there might be an obstacle in the way of effective resort to pro- 
vincial courts. 

Quare — Hbb the Parliament of Canada power to confer such original 
jurisdiction upon judges of the Supreme Court of Canada? 

APPLICATION, in chambers?, for a writ of habeas cor- 
pus to inquire into the commitment of the applicant to the 
common gaol of the County of Richelieu, in the Province of 
Quebec, under a warrant issued by Charles Dorion, Esquire, 
a justice of the peace, upon conviction by him on a charge 
of selling and delivering a still and worm to one Guevremont, 
without the necessary license required by " The Inland Rev- 
emie Act,'^ S. S. C. chap. 34, sec. 159 (c). 

The circumstances of the case are stated in the judgment 
now reported. 

Bekourt appeared in support of the application. 

The learned judge refused the issue of the writ and de- 
livered the following judgment. 
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1892 Patterson, J. — Tellier is in custody in the common gaol 

• ' of the County of Eichelieu under a warrant, dated 15th 
Tblmm. February, 1892, issued by Charles Dorion, J.P., which re- 
cites a conviction, dated 24th March, 1891, convicting Tel- 
lier for having, on 20th August, 1886, or about that date, 
illegally and without having a license, then in force, under 
the "Inland Eevenue Act,'* sold and delivered to one 
Gu6vremont a still and worm, contrary to the statute in 
such case made and provided, and sentencing him to one 
month's imprisonment in the common gaol, and to a fine 
of one hundred dollars, besides costs of the prosecution. 

The most important objection' is to the conviction, which, 
it is alleged, is for two offences, while the penalty is the 
minimum penalty under the statute for one offence. There- 
fore, it is urged there is an uncertainty which would disable 
the applicant from successfully pleading this conviction in. 
bar of a second charge for either of the two offences. 

The charge is under the " Inland Eevenue Act/' E. S. 
C. chap. 34y sec. 169, sub-section (c). I think the objection 
misapprehends the effect of the sub-section. The person 
liable to conviction under the terms of sub-section (c), is 
every person who, without having a license under the Act 
then in force, 

imports, makes, commenoeB to make, sells, ofifere for sale or deliyers 
any stiU, worm, rectifying or other apparatus suitable for the 
manufacture of wash, beer or aipirits, or for the rectification of 
spirits, or any part of such apparatus. 

In other words, it is made penal to make, sell, etc., any 
distillery apparatus. Some parts of such' apparatus are 
enumerated, e.g., " still and worm.'' How many more are 
covered by the words " or any part of such apparatus," and 
are capable of being separately named, I cannot say. To 
make or sell any one of them by itself, is made penal, but I 
apprehend that a sale of a complete apparatus, with all the 
parts combined, is only one offence and not as many offences 
as there are parts that might be sold separately. So the 
charge of selling the still and the worm, which appears to 
have bpe^l but one transaction, appears to me to be a single 
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charge. If it is to be expanded into two, it might as well 1892 
be counted as six; viz., (1) offering for sale, (2) selling, and ' ■ ' 
(3) delivering each of the two pieces of distillery apparatus. i4ll«r 
And the minimum penalty of $100 might, on the same mode 
of construction, have been made $600, exceeding the maxi- 
mum penalty for a first offeuce — the imprisonment being 
expanded on the same scale. 

The other objections of which notice is given are equally 
hopeless on an application like the present. They do not 
appear on the face of the conviction, and are very much 
in the nature of an appeal from the provincial tribunals. 

It is said that the magistrate adjourned the proceedings 
before him for a larger period than the one week limited by 
section 48 of the '" Summary Convictions Act,*' R. S. C. chap. 
178. The accused was on bail and appeared after the ad- 
journment. 

Then it is said that the magistrate, having on the 4th 
of February, 1891, fixed the 25th of March, 1891, for giving 
judgment, actually pronounced his judgment on the 24th 
of March, in the absence of the accused, though after notice 
given at his residence. 

Whatever force these objections might have before a pro- 
vincial tribunal, authorized to review the proceedings of the 
magistrate, I do not think they are proper for discussion on 
the present appli( ation. I do not, however, consider them 
more at length because, in my opinion, I have no jurisdic- 
tion to entertain the application. 

The *' Supreme and Exchequer C«)urts Act "" declares, in 
section 32, that every judge of this court shall have concur- 
rent jurisdiction with the courts or judges of the several 
provinces to issue the writ of habeas corpus ad subjiciendum 
for the puri)0se of an inquiry into the cause of commitment 
in anv criminal case under anv Act of the Parliament of 
Canada. 1 have, before this, had occasion to intimate (]oul)ts 
of the legislative jurisdiction of Parliament to confer this 
original jurisdiction on the judges of this court. 1 still en- 
r. — 8 
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1892 tertain the opinion that the legislative jurisdiction, is by 
' ' no means clear. But, leaving that aside, what is the juris- 
TiLLiiB. diction assumed to be conferred ? It is concurrent with the 
courts or judges of the provinces. In this case, concurrent 
with the jurisdiction of a judge of the Superior Court of 
the Province of Quebec. But if I, sitting here in Ontario, 
order the issue of a writ into another province, I am exercis- 
ing a jurisdiction not co-extensive with but exceeding that 
which a court or judge of the Province of Quebec possesses. 

1 do not construe the statute as intended to confer the 
power to order a person to be brought from the eastern or 
western boundaries of the Dominion to this City of Ottawa, 

There are other considerations that affect the question 
which T may advert to without attempting discussion of 
them. 

The case comes, 1 do not doubt, within the category men- 
tioned in section 32. The commitment is under an Act of 
the Parliament of Canada, viz., under the ** Summary Con- 
victions Act.'' The offence is, moreover, created by an Act 
of the Parliament of Canada, viz., the '' Inland Revenue 
Act," though, in my view, that is not very material as long 
as it is a criminal case (1). But, is it intended that the 
powers given to the judges shall be exercised whenever an 
application is made by one who shews that he is imprisoned 
against his will? I do not particularly refer to cases com- 
ing under 31 Car. II. chap. 2, or to the compulsory rights 
given in those cases. My impression is that when the pow- 
ers already vested in the judges of the provincial courts were 
given to the judges of this court, not by way of appeal from 
the provincial tribunals, but by way of original jurisdiction, 
the intention must have been to provide for cases of emer- 
gency, or cases in whicli, for some reason or other, there 
mav have been obstacles in the wav of effective resort to the 
provincial courts, and not to invite a withdrawal from those 
courts of cases like the present, which may be more con- 
veniently and with less expense dealt with there than here. 

I refuse the writ. 

Application refused. 

(II Ei). Note. Cf. In re Potvin (Cout. Dig. 637). 
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V. 



[S. C. File No. 1161] }^ 

SAVARD V. STURTON — CHICOUTIMl AND 
SAGUENAY ELECTION CASE. 

APPEAL from the Controverted Elections Court. 
Dismissed, for want of prosecution. 

(17th May, 1892.) 



[S. C. File No. 1164.] 

MADDEN ET AL. V. CITY OF QUEBEC. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec,, appeal side. 

Discontinued. 

(20th April, 1892.) 



[8. C. File No. 1178.] 

COUSINEAU V. HAMILTON. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (19 
Out App. R. 203). 

Settled out of court. 

(30th Sept., 1892.) 
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1^^2 |-s. c. File Na. 1182.] 



CHOQUETTE v. ROBIN— MONnUAGNY ELECTION 

CASE. 

APPEAL from the Controverted Elections Court. 

Allowed, without costs. 

(16th December, 1892.) 



[S. C. File No. 1186.] 

ALGIE V. TOWNSHIP OF CALEDON. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (19 
Ont. App. R. 69). 

Settled out of Court. 
(19th September, 1892.) 



1893 tS. C. File No. 1197.] 

^ STARK V. WHITNEY. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Case settled out of court 
(Ist May, 1893.) 
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[S. 0. PUe No. 1198.] .^894 

PIATT V. GRAND TRUNK RAILWAY COMPANY. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (19 Ont 
App. E. 403). 

Case settled out of court. 



(5th March, 1894.) 



[S. C. File No. 1201.] 1892 

' — . — -^ 

RUMBLE ET AL. V. GORDON. 

APPLICATION for approval of security bond on appeal 
from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (19 Ont. App. R. 
440). 



Bifimissed with costs. 



(l8t Sept., 1892.) 



[S. C. File No. 1203.] 

McARTHUR v. McDOWELL. 

APPEAL, probably from Manitoba, appears to have been 
<»iitemplated, but was never prosecuted. 

(8th August, 1892.) 
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1893 [S. C. File No. 1207.] 

NOVA SCOTIA MARINE INSURANCE CO. v. 

EISENHAUER & CO. et al. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 

Dismissed with costs on the ground that the appeal was 
premature, and that no appeal could lie until after a new trial 
had been ordered. 

(4th May, 1893.) 

Note. — A subsequent appeal is reported, sibortly, at p. 811 
Cout. Dig. 

(See 24 N. S. Rep. 205.) 



1892 [S. C. File No. 1212.] 

^""^ HUTCHISON V. MoLAGGAN. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New Brunswick. 
Entered, but never prosecuted. 

(2l8t September, 1892.) 

(See 30 N. B. Rep. 185.) 



[S. C. File No. 1216.] 

FLANAGAN v. WHETEN. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New BrunswicL 
Not prosecuted. 
(12th September, 1892.) 
(See 31 N. B. Rep. 295, 607.) 
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[S. C. File No. 1220.] 1593 

PRITTIE V. CITY OP TORONTO. ^ 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal (19 Ont. App. R. 
503), for Ontario. 

Settled out of court. 

(12th May, 1893.) 



[S. C. File No. 1223.] 1892 

O^MEARA V. O'MEARA. ^ 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Discontinued with costs. * 
(11th October, 1892.) 



[S. C. File No. 1227.] Ig92 

In re THE WINDIXG-UP ACT AND THE CENTRAL •^^e 

BANK OF CANADA. 

GEORGE R. HOGABOOM, Appellant, 

AND 

THE CENTRAL BANK OF CANADA AND THE 
LIQUIDATORS THEREOF, Respondents. 

ON APPEAL FROM THE COURT OF APPEAL FOR 

ONTARIO. 

Appeal — Jurisdiction — Matter in controversy — Discretionary order — 
R. 8. C, c, 129. s. 76—*' Winding-up Actr 

In order to give a right to appeal under section 76 of the " Winding- 
up Act** the existing real value of the matter in controversy must 
be shewn to exceed $2,000; mere supixwitious valuations cannot 
be accepted. 

*PaasBHT : Thb Rroibtrar in Chambers. 
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Where no useful result can be obtained as the result of an appeal, 
the discretion of the judge should be exercised by the refusal of 
special leave to appeal under the " Winding-up Act." 

(Note.— Cf. Cunhing Sulphite Fibre Co, v. Cushing, (37 Can. S. 
C. K. 427). See also In re Central Bank of Canada (28 Can. S. C. 
U. 192.) 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario affirming 
the order of Meredith, J., refusing an application by the ap- 
pellant for the delivery to him of certain books and documents 
to which he claimed to be entitled upon a vesting order made 
ii})on the acceptance of his tender for the purchase of un- 
realized assets of the bank. 



After hearing counsel for tlie parties upon an. application 
for leave to appeal under section 76 of the " Winding-up Act/* 
the Kegistrar refused the application with costs, and delivered 
judgment as follows; 

The KixnsTnAR — This was an application for leave to 
appeal under section 7G of the "Winding-up Act," which 
roads as follows: — 

76. An appeal shall lie to the Supreme Court of Canada, by 
leave of a judge of the said Supreme Court, from the judgment of 
the Court of Appeal for Ontario, the Court of Queen's Bench in 
Quebec, or the full court in any of the other provinces or in the 
North-West Territories, as the case may be. if the amount involved 
in the api)enl exceeds two thousand dollars. (45 V. c. 23, s. 78. 
part.) 

On tlie 22n(l of July, tenders were asked for the purchase 
of the unrealized assets of the Central Bank, and the adver- 
tisement specified that the schedule of such assets might be 
seen during office hours at the office of the liquidators, where 
copies of the conditions of sale to be tendered might be 
obtained. 

On the 3rd of October, 1891, a vesting order was made 
by the Master in Ordinary, ordering that the tender of the 
paid (leorge R. Hogaboom of $44,500 for the said unrealized 
assets as the same existed on the 22nd July, 1891, which 
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tender was opened on the 9th September, 1891, and approved 
on the 14Ui September, 1891, should be and the same was 
accepted, approved and affirmed, and it was further ordered 
that the purchaser should be allowed to deduct $2,500 from 
the amount of his tender on account of moneys received by 
the liquidators between tlio 22nd July, 18!)1, and the 9th of 
September, 1891. 
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And it was further ordered 

that, ui>on payment to the said liquidators by the said George li. 
Hogaboom of the said sum of $44,500, less the deductions hereinbe- 
fore referred to, all the said unrealized assets nnd all the real and 
personal and hereditable and movable property, effects and choses in 
action of the said Central Bank of Canada referred to in the sche- 
dule marked **-A/* and in a book containing a list of the aaid un- 
realized assets of the said bank, each certified by the Master in 
Ordinary of the Supreme Court of Judicature from Ontario, as the 
schedule of the said assets referred to in this order, and one copy 
of the said schedule marked " A," and the said book being filed in 
the office of the said Master, at Toronto, Ontario, and all and every 
other real and personal and hereditable and movable property, effects 
aod choses in action of the said bank, if any, of what nature and 
kind soever, and wherever situated and existing, to which the said 
bank was or appeared to be entitled, or which was in the custody or 
under the control of the said liquidators, and as the same existed on 
the 22nd day of July, 1891, only excepting the claim of the said 
liquidators, or of the said bank, against Messrs. McKelcan & Newburn 
of Hamilton, and any claims of the said Central Bank against the 
directors and ofiicers of the bank for breaches of trust, but not in- 
cluding ordinary debts due by any of the said parties, shall be and 
they are and each of them is hereby vested in the said George U. 
Hogaboom, his heirs, executors, administrators and assigns for 
ever to and for his and their sole and only use, absolutely free from 
any and all conditions, reservations and deductions for expenses or 
otherwise whatsoever, but subject to the incumbrances, if any. exist- 
ing, or the equities and conditions attaching to any particular asset 
or assets on the 22nd day of July, 1891, and all the estate, right, 
title, interest, claim, property and demand of the said Central Bank 
of Canada and of the liquidators thereof, therein and thereto, and 
the said liquidators are hereby ordered and directed upon such pay- 
ment being made to the said liquidators by the said George R. Hoga- 
boom, to forthwith assign, deliver and hand over the same and every 
part thereof, at the office of the said liquidmtors, to the said George 
R. Hogaboom or to whom he may appoint. 
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This vesting order was, on the 23rd October, 1891, con- 
firmed by the order of the Honourable The Chancellor, by 
an order expressed in the same words. 

After some correspondence between the appellant or his 
solicitor and the liquidators or their solicitors, in which the 
appellant alleged that certain assets and property which 
belonged to the Central Bank and were intended to be in- 
cluded in tlie sale to him, had not been delivered to him, the 
appellant presented a motion to the court, on the 27th 
J-anuary, 1892, asking for an order with costs limiting the 
time within which the liquidators should assign, deliver and 
hand over certain property mentioned in the vostinij order 
which the liquidators, he alleged, had refused to deliver, 
and asking that a writ of attachment should issue against 
the liquidators, or for a writ of sequestration for not deliver- 
ing and handing over to the applicant the said property. 

The scliedule annexed to the notice of motion specified 
the following as the property claimed: — 

1. The books of the said bank that were in existence at the 

time of the suspension that came to your hands as liqui- 
dators ; 

2. One large safe; 

3. The documents, letters and correspondence referrinjif to the 

various notes, choses in action and claims that were 
ordered to be transferred to the applicant; 

4. The George Thompson mortgage for $1,894.33; 

5. The Charles Smith mortgage for $2,660; 

6. The mortgage, James Harris to Mary Irwin,, for $150; 

7. Agreement between A. B. Lambe and William H. Jones for 

$180; 

8. Scrip for the Toronto Window Blind Company; 

9. Stock scrip for the Toronto Portable Gas Company ; 

10. Stock scrip for the ten shares in the Hand-in-Hand Com- 

pany ; 

11. Past due bills, E. H. Fleming, numbered, respectively. 453, 

500, 1,617, 1,805, and 2,052; 

12. Past due bill, E. Williams* numbered 1.121 ; 

13. Past due bill, S. B. Pollard, numbered 2,357; 

14. Past due bills, Alex. Telfer, numbered, respectively, 705 

and 1,657; 

15. Past due bill, H. Schmidt, numbered 1,872 ; 
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1& Past due bill, W. A. Hope, numbered 1.289; 

17. Past due bill, H. Howes, numbered 61 ; 

18. Past due bill, A. Brunei, numbered 21; 

19. Past due bill, A. B. McMillan, numbered 264; 

20. Past due bill, C. R. Winter, numbered 1.644. 

Mr. Justice Meredith, before whom thje application was 
heard, held that, on a proper construction of the vesting order, 
the purchaser was not entitled to the books nor any of the 
property specified in the motion, except the safe, which he 
ordered to be delivered to the applicant and which has since 
been delivered and is, therefore, not in question in this appeal. 

The Court of Appeal dismissed the appeal of the applicant 
from this judgment on the ground that the liquidators had 
not been in contempt and, the object of the prcfceeding being 
that they might be ordered to comply with the vesting order, 
by delivering up the property specified, the answer to the pro- 
ceeding was that, since the judgment appealed from was 
given the liquidators had been regularly discharged from 
their office, and had no longer any property in the bank, and 
were no longer persons who could intermeddle with the bank's 
assets. < 

The Chief Justice also expressed the opinion that 
he agreed with Mr. Justice Meredith, that the purchaser of 
the asseta was not entitled to the bank-books, and that the 
general words used in the vesting order did not cover the 
books. 

In applications of this kind, the judge before whom 
they are made has to be satisfied, in the first place, that the 
amount involved in the appeal is $2,000 ; and, in the second 
place, that, in the exercise of a sound discretion, the case is 
one in which an appeal ought to be allowed. 

As to the amount involved in the appeal it is incumbent 
upon the appellant to shew clearly that it exceeds $2,000. 
The value should not be a mere fancy value, or a value which 
the appellant alone would put on the subject matter, but a 
real existing value which can be established beyond dispute by 
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evidence. If any doubt remains as to it in the mind of the 
judge he should decide in favour of the vested right which 
the respondent has acquired by his judgment. 



(The Registrar then analyzed the evidence on this point, 
referring to various affidavits filed, and the facts that, with 
respect to the mortgages, they were assigned to the liquidators 
among other assets belonging to the D. Mitchell (McDonald 
Estate, at 26 cents in the dollar, that the subject matter in 
controversy, such as the mortgages, past due bills, etc., 
belonged to a bankrupt concern, the assets of which were sold 
en hloc with no pretence of their being worth their face value, 
and not supposed to be purchased at their face value, and 
that, therefore, no presumption could be urged in favour of 
the appellant that they were worth their face value; that the 
appellant did not s^'ow that the various things claimed were 
more tlian mere evidences of title, in themselves of no in- 
trinsic value, but valuable to him only in so far as useful to 
enable him to realize the assets sold to him, but not necessarily 
required, and their non-delivery not preventing him from 
realizing the assets, and that the applicant could have access 
to the books and have them produced to assist him in the 
prosecution of suits. 

(The conclusion arrived at by the Registrar was that there 
was not satisfactory evidence that the amount involved ex- 
ceeded $2,000.) 



Then, as to the second point, assuming the amount in- 
volved in the appeal to exceed $2,000. Is the case one in 
which, in the exercise of a sound discretion, leave to appeal 
should be given? 

In this connection certain other facts have to be con- 
sidered: — 1. The nature of the application — an application 
made under the "Winding-up Act" to enforce delivery of 
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property alleged to be vested in the applicant by order of the 
court, the alternative being attachment of the liquidators, 
who are officers of the court; 2. The fact established by the 
evidence that, with the exception of the books and corres- 
pondence, the liquidators never had possession of the property 
and effects in question, and, therefore, in this form of pro- 
ceeding, in the event of the appellant succeeding, the alterna- 
tive remedy of attachment is the only one open ; 3. The fact 
that the liquidators have been discharged and the books and 
papers deposited in court, in whose custody they now ere, the 
liquidators no longer having the right or the power to inter- 
meddle with them. And as the main controversy, according 
to Mr. Millar himself, is about the books, the continuing of 
the controversy further would practically result in a trial of 
conclusions not between the appellant and the respondents, 
but behveen the appellant and the court below, which has 
approved of the action of its officers, has discharged them from 
liability incurred as liquidators, and has received into its own 
possession and under its immediate control the books and 
papers which the applicant claims. 

In these circumstances, in my opinion, the appeal ougl^t 
not to be allowed. 

Application refused with costs. 

Solicitors for the appellant: Millar, Riddellde Le Vesconte. 

Solicitors for the respondents : Meredith, Clarke, Bowes A 

Hilton. 
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[S. C. File No. 1243.] 

MINGEAUD V. PACKER et al. 

APPEAL from the Queen's Bench Division of the High 
Court of Justice for Ontario (19 Ont. App. R. 290). 

Dismissed with costs, by consent. 

("Oth January, 1893.) 
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1898 [S. C. File No. 1253.] 

THE CANADIAN PACIFIC RAILWAY CO. v. 

HOLLINGER. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (20 Ont. 
App. R. 244). 

Settled out of court. 

(9th September, 1393.) 



[S. C. File No. 1257.] 

STEWART V. ST. ANN'S MUTUAL BUILDING 

SOCIETY. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Motion for leave to appeal dismissed with costs for want 
of prosecution. 

(7th 'March, 1893.) 

See Q. R. 1 Q. B. 320. 



[S. C. File No. 1261.1 

CLARK V. KILLACKEY. 

MOTION for leave to appeal from the Court of Appeal 
for Ontario. 

Dismissed with costs for want of prosecution. 

(20th March, 1893.) 
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[S. C. File No. 1263.] 1898 

COUNTY OF YORK v. CHAPMAN. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario, which 
atlirmed the decision of the Chancellor holding that the 
lands of the respondent were encroached upon by the Lake 

Shore Road, according to the plan referred to in the Act, 52 
Vict. ch. 77 (Ont.). 

The appeal was dismissed with costs, Gwtnne, J., dis- 
senting. 

(24th June, 1893.) 



[S. C. Pile No. 1268.] 

HORNE V. THE BANK OF NOVA SCOTLV. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Prince Edward 
Island. 

Entered but never prosecuted. 

(5th August, 1893.) 



[S. C. File No. 1269.1 

CAMERON V. HARPER. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of British Columbia. 
Entered, but never prosecuted. 
(8th April, 1893.) 

Note. — An appeal in a case between the same parties from a 
decision in the same court was dismissed by the Supreme Court of 
Canadft, 28th June, 1892 (21 Can. S. C. R. 273). 
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1894 [S. C. File No. 1270.] 

^ — . — ' 

THE SAJXT JOIIX CITY KATLWAY CO. v. RAIXXIK. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New Brunswick. 
Withdrawn. 

(14th February, 1894.) 
See 31 N. B. Rep. 552. 



1898 



[S. C. File No. 1283.] 

SMITH V. BIRKS. 
APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Settled out of court. 
(18th September, 1893.) 



[S. C. File No. 1284.] 

PACAUD V. THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL FOR 

QUEBEC. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Dismissed with costs for want of prosecution/ 
(2nd June, 1893.) 
See Q. R. 2 S. C. 89. 
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[S. C. File No. 1285.] 1^?! 

•METHE ET AL. V. MOREAU. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Entered, but never prosecuted . 

(8th July, 1893.) 



[S. C. File No. 1287.] 

McGREEV Y v. McGREEV Y. ^ ^ 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Dismissed with costs for want of prosecution. 

(22nd February, 1894.) 



[S. C. File No. 1317.1 

THE SHIP "LYDIA" et al. v. HENDRY et al. 

APPEAL from the Nova Scotia Admiraltv District of 

ft 

the Exchequer Court of Canada. 

Settled out of Court. 

(9th December, 1893.) 
c— 9 



1893 



1 
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1^ [S. C. File No. 1320.] 

THE QUEBEC SKATING CLUB v. THE QUEEN. 

I 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada (3 Ex. 
C. R. 387). 

Withdrawn. 

(3rd May, 1895.) 



[S. C. File No. 1327.] 

THE QUEEN v. LaFORCE. 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada (4 Ex. 
C. H. 14). 

Withdrawn. 

(9th January, 1895.) 



1894 [S. C. File No. 1332.] 

' r— ' 

Mcdonald v. mcdonald. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia 

Abandoned. 

(14th February, 1894.) 

See 24 N. 8. Rep. 241. 
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[S. C. File No. 1335.] 1894 

ADAMS V. TOWNSHEND. '"^^ 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 

Allowed with costs, but without prejudice to the plaintiff's 
right to raise the same questions in an -action instituted for 
the purpose of taking partnership accounts. Tascherbau, 
J., dissented, being of opinion that the appeal should be dis- 
missed with costs. 

(31st May, 1894.) 



[8. C. Pile No. 1336.] 

HARDY V. DESJARLAIS. 
APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench for Manitoba. 
Abandoned. 
(Febniary, 1894.) 



»Oct. 9. 



[S. C. File No. 1337.] 1894 

TROOP ET AL. (Plaintiffs), Appellants, '^y-^^'^- 

AND 

EVERETT ET AL. (Defendants), Respondents. 

ON APPEAL FROM THE SUPREME COTTRT OF NEW 

BRUNSWICK. 

ffkipt and thippinff — Material uted in construction — Sale of goods — 
Contract — Principal and agent — Misrepresentations — Mistake — 
Conversion — Trover — Evidence — Misdirection — New trial — Ship*% 
hMshtttnd — Pledging credit of owners — Necessary outfitting at 
^ome port, 

Whil« a three-masted schooner was in course of construction, Bl 
obtained goods on credit from the plaintiflb (appellants) falsely re- 

• Pbesent : Sib Hknbt Stbono, C.J., and Foubnieb, Tasche- 
BRAC. Sedoewick and Kino. J J. 
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1894 presCTiting that his co-defendants were interested in the ship. He 

«^ , — materials were built into the ship and used in rigging and equip* 

Troop ping her, she was launched and registered in the name of B. 

*' as sole owner, and, subsequently, these co-defendants became 

6ofUI fidt purchasers of certain shares in the ship. El was regis- 
tered as her managing owner, and she was sent to sea. 

Held, that sending the ship to sea was not such a conyenion of the 
materials worked into the ship as could 8upix>rt an action in trorer 
against the subsequent purchasers of shares in herl 

After the purchasers of the above mentioned shares were registered 
as co-owners, E. obtained, on a further credit, metal sheathing and 
other goods from the plaintiffs which were used in sheathing and 
further outfitting the vessel, at the port where she had been 
built, and where the owners resided, before sending her out to sea. 

UeXd, that the managing owner had power to pledge the credit of 
the owners for such necessary^ purposes. The " Hunttman^ 
((1894) P. D. 214) followed. 

The judgment appealed from (32 N. B. Rep. 147), which ordered 
a new trial on the ground of misdirection, was affirmed. 

APPEAL from the judgment of the Supreme Court of 
New Brunswick (32 N. B. Rep. 147), setting aside the judg- 
ment entered by Eraser, J., at the trial, upon the findings of 
the jury, in favour of the plaintiffs (appellants), and ordering 
a new trial. Eraser^ J., dissenting. 

The questions raised upon this appeal ctre stated in the 
judgment of Mr. Justice King, now reported. 

Piigsley, Q.C., and Palmer, Q.C., for the appellants. 

McLeod, Q.C., for the respondents. 

Strong, C.J., concurred in the judgment of Kino, J. 

Tasciiekeau, J. — I would dismiss the appeal with costs. 
1 adopt Mr. Justice Tuck's reasoning in the court below. 
The order for a new trial should, in my opinion, stand. 

Fournier and Sedgewick, JJ., concurred with Kino, J. 

Kino, J. — This suit was brought as an action for goods 
sold and delivered to recover the price of outfits and material 



EVIRRT. 
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supplied by plaintiffs (appellants), a firm of ship-chandlers 1894 
at St. John. N.B., for a vessel called the "Beaver." Two IT" 

' IROOP 

distinct claims were involved ; one in respect of rope, canvas, ^^ v. 
anchors, chain and materiel used in the construction and out- 
fitting of the vessel, supplied prior to her registration; the 
other for yellow metal sheathing, felt, etc., after the regis- 
tration, and after defendants had acquired title. The order, 
in each case, was through one Eagles, for whom the vessel 
was built, and who, afterwards, became the managing owner. 

As to the first alleged contract, the plaintiffs contended 
that the contract intended was one with Eagles and the de- 
fendants jointly, while the defendants maintained that if 
Eagles professed to contract on their account he acted with- 
out authority. 

As to the second contract, this was made by Eagles as 
managing owner, and the question is as to the power of a 
managing owner to bind his co-owners by such a contract. 

It appeared that the vessel was being built by one Murphy 
near St John, in the summer of 1890, under contract with 
iJagles. She was launched in November. On 7th January, 
1891, the builder's certificate in favour of Eagles for 
sixty-four one-sixty-fourth shares was registered. On 14th 
January, Eagles executed a bill of sale to defendant Peters 
of eight shares, to defendant Franke of four shares, and to 
defendant Everett of eight shares. These bills of sale, with 
two others to persons not included as defendants, were regis- 
tered on 22nd January, 1891. On 20th January, he executed 
bills of sale to defendant Wilson of eight shares, and to de- 
fendant Collard of eight shares, and these, with other bills 
for four shares, w^ere registered on 2nd February, 1891. 
This left sixteen shares remaining in Eagles, who was also 
put on the register as managing owner. 

Several, if not all, of the transfers to defendants were out 
end out purchases for value. 

The transactions first in question were based on an alleged 
contract, in July, 1890, negotiated by William McLachlan, 
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1894 one of the plaintiffs, and by Eagles. The latter absconded 

r~' ' prior to the action, and was not again in the province, and 

«. the proof of what took place rests upon the evidence of Mc- 

£vKimT 

Lachlan, and, to a slight extent, on that of Milligan, a clerk 

of the plaintiffs. This evidence will be referred to hereafter. 
At present it is sufficient to say that the plaintiffs, being with- 
out any substantial evidence to prove Eagles's authority to 
pontract for defendants, and the defendants having amply 
disproved any authority (proving, amopgst other things, that 
they had no negotiations for a purchase of shates in the vessel 
until some time after the alleged contract), the plaintiffs 
applied for and obtained leave to amend the declaration by 
adding a count for trover in respect of these outfits. The 
alleged conversion was in the defendants having exercised 
dominion over the anchors, chains, and over the sails and 
rigging, which were made from the canvas and ropes and 
other things furnished, by sending the vtsssel to sea m 
lEebruary, 1891, after they became registered owners. It 
appeared that some of the material became part of and was 
upon the vessel before the defendant became registered owners, 
and that some became so afterwards. 

In February or March, Eagles gave his promissory' note 
for $3,568, at four months, which included a sum due by him 
to plaintiffs for supplies to other vessels of which also he 
•w»s managing owner. The note was reduced upon three 
several renewals to $2,400. Before the note for the last men- 
tioned sum fell due Eagles left the province, and this action 
was then begun. 

The contention, under the substituted count, for trover, 
was that there was no contract with Eagles alone, and, there- 
fore, that nothing could pass to defendants, even as innoceut 
purchasers for value, the plaintiffs citing and relying upon 
Eardman v. Booth (1), and Cundy v. Lindsay (2). 

The learned judge instructed the jury that if the goods 
were supplied upon the joint credit of Eagles and defendants 

(1) 1 H. ft C. 803. (2) 3 App. Cas. 459. 
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no property passed, as Eagles had no authority to contract 1894 
for defendants, and that, in such ease, the plaintiffs were en- ' 

titled to recover, and left to the jury this question : — v. 

Upon whose credit were the outfits furnished by the plaintiflbi? 
The jury answered : — 

Credit was extended to the parties represented by Bagles as 
^oiDg into the Teasel with him. 

And a verdict was found for the plaintiffs with damages on 
the trover count to the amount of $2,288.34. 

Upon motion for a new trial, the court (per Sir John 
Allen, C.J., and Tuck, J.; Eraser, J., the trial judge, dis- 
senting), ordered a new trial, unless the plaintiffs should con- 
sent to reduce the verdict to the amount found for the yellow 
metal sheathing, felt, etc., supplied after defendants became 
registered owners. This the plaintiffs declined, and, instead^ 
have brought this appeal from the judgment of the court 
granting a new trial. 

Assuming that Bagles represented (and, of course, in such 
case, falsely), that he had authority to contract for and on 
account of defendants, and that the contract that was in- 
tended by the parties was one with Eagles and defendants 
jointly, the question is: — Was there, in fact a contract of 
Bale? If not, the defendants, although innocent purchasers 
for value, are, under the general law, in no better position 
than Eagles. But, if there was in fact a contract of sale to 
Eagles then, although it might be voidable for his fraud, 
still innocent transferees from him for value before the 
plaintiffs have exercised their option to avoid the contract^ 
are not affected by the infirmity of EaglesV title. 

One who expressly or impliedly manifests an intention io 
contract with certain persons cannot, if that intention fails to 
take its proper effect, be taken to have contracted with an- 
other. This result follows whether the absence of true assent 
is due to error or fraud. Boulton v. Janes ( 1 ) , was a case of 

(1) 2 H & N. 564. 
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1894 the former sort. Ilardman v. Booth (2), Higgins v. Bwrion 
^ ' (3), and Cundy v. Lindsay (4), of the latter. 

V. 

EvBRKTT. It is not easy to distinguish this case, in principle, from 

Hardman v. Booth (2), provided that the real transaction is 
such as is contended for by plaintiffs. In that case the plain- 
tiff, Hardman, believed that he was selling the goods in ques- 
tion to a firm of which the person with whom he was dealing 
had falsely led him to believe that he was a member. Such 
person was a member of another firm, of which the plaintiff 
knew nothing, and pledged the goods so sold to the defendant 
for advances to the last mentioned business, and the defendant 
sold them. The action was in trover, and it was held that 
there was no contract of sale, as the facts shewed that the 
plaintiff believed that he was contracting with a certain firm 
which, liowever, had never authorized the person with whom 
he actually dealt to contract on their behalf, and so the defen- 
dant was held liable in trover for the amount for which he 
sold the goods. 

Upon the assumption of the correctness of their view of 
the facts, the plaintiffs offered to sell to several parties jointly, 
contemplating, of course, in the case of an executory contract 
like this, the benefit of the character, credit and substance 
of the several parties, and it is no acceptance of such offer for 
one of the parties to accept professedly, but not really, for the 
whole. 

The next question is whether the plaintiffs' view of the 
transaction is borne out by the facts. It seems to have been 
assumed rather too readily by the very learned judge who 
presided at the trial that there was but one interpretation of 
the evidence. 

On his direct examination, and again on cross-examina- 
tion, Mr. McLachlan gave an account of the transacticm 
which bears quite a different meaning from that now con- 

(2) 1 H. & C. 803. (3) 2(? U J. Ex. 342. 

(4) 3 App. Cas. 459. 
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tended for, and it is only upon re-examination and with tlie 
aid of leading questions involving a misconception of what 
the witness had previously said, that any evidence is given 
froui which it could reasonably bo inferred that Eagles could 
have been supposed by plaintiffs to intend to pledge the credit 
of defendants. 

-Air. McLachlan, on direct examination, says that Eagles 
calle<l at plaintiffs' place of business, and, using his words: — 

stated that he had about contracted with Mr. Murphy to build a 
three-mnsted schooner, and he was around disposing of shares. 
Wanted me tu take an interest in the said vessel. I asked him the 
size, dimensions, etc., and then asked him who would be the co- 
owners. He said about the same compan.y as the other vessels. 
Mr. Everett, Mr. Wilson and Mr. Peters would be part owners. 
Well, I told him I would think the matfpr over, and, when he called, 
I declined to take an interest. In a few days after that, he called 
for quotations for outfits. 

Then, on 25th July, 1890, he gave Eagles a letter ad- 
dressed to him, as follows: — 

We will funnish you with outfits for your new three-masted 
ichooner. to launch, say October 1st (then follows specification of 
foods, with prices). Four months credit on above. 

(8d.) Taoop & McLachlan, 

per W, W. McLaohlan. 
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'IT 



The following evidence was given : — 

Q. — After he received that letter did you have any communica- 
tion with him with reference to the goods? 

A. — Eagles came back and accepted the offer. 

Q. — Did he, at that time or subsequently, give any directions 
with reference to the duck and rope? 

A. — Yes. He told me to deliver the duck to Mr. Brown, sail- 
maker. 

Q. — With reference to the rigging material and wire rope? 

A. — To deliver it to David Dearness (rigger). 

Tliis is the entire evidence, on direct examination, touch- 
ing the making of the contract, and, clearly, there is nothing 
Bhewing that Eagles was professing to contract for the de- 
fendants, or from which plaintiifs could reasonably conclude 
that he was. 
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Tboop 

V. 
EVSEITT. 



On cross-examination by Mr. McLeod, the witness again 
states that Eagles spoke of those who were going into the 
vessel. This, too, was in response to Mr. McLachlan'g inquiry 
as to who vrouli be co-owners, a question prompted by Eagles's 
request that plaintiffs should take shares. It is not a state- 
ment thai they had taken an interest in the sense of being 
jointly engaged in the building of the vessel. 

The following rather extraordinary questions are put on 
ro-examination : — 

Q. — Tou were examined by Mr. McLeod as to the accirracy of 
your memory regardinK the persons who he said had taken an interest 
with him in the vessel; whom are you positive that he mentioned? 

A. — Mr. Wilson and Mr. Everett. 

Q. — -And, after your attention has been called to the matter, is it 
still your recollection that he mentioned Mr. Peters as one of those 
who had taken an interest with him in the vessel? 

A.— Yes. 

The witness stood aside, and the next day was asked to 
explain how he came to charge the goods in his books to ^' Mr. 
Eagles's new schooner," while his letter of 26th July had 
spoken of furnishing "you (Eagles) with outfits for your 
new three-masted schooner,^' and Mr. Mcljachlan answers: — 

He contracted for this schooner and had a co-partnership, as I 
understood from him. • • • He said he had contracted for this 
schooner, built by Mr. Murphy, land he would be the managing? ovirner 
of that vessel, and had full power to contract, and at that time 
the vessel had no name. Consequently, we put it down for Eai^les's 
new schooner as is ciustomary. 

Q.-rIn addressing this letter to him, you addressed it to him in 
his capacity ss managing owner? 

A. — \es. 

Q. — You say, before you gave him these quotations, he had told 
about these other persons being interested with you (him) in the 
vessel? 

A.— Yes. 

Q. — You never, at any time, agreed to give credit to him person- 
ally? 

A. — No. I never did. 

The way in which this evidence is brought out fumishjea 
good reason why the rule for a new trial should not be dis- 
turbed. 
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The evidence is also open to the comments of the 1894 

learned Chief Justice of New Brunswick, as to the mercan- "^^'^^ 

Tboop 
tile effect of the statements made by Eagles. v, 

KVKKITT. 

But, however this may be, it was not suiBciently brought 
to the attention of the jury to consider whether this might 
not have been a contract with Eagles induced, perhaps, by 
his holding out that others were going to be part owners, but 
without any assumption by him of a right to bind the others, 
or any manifested intention on the part of the plaintiffs to 
sell to any particular person but Eagles, with the added right 
of looking to anyone who might, under any circumstances, 
afterwards appear to have been a real principal. 

Then, while the taking of Eagles's own note, and the way 
in which he was dealt with, are not inconsistent with plaintiffs' 
contention, this, taken in connection with other circum- 
stances, might well have received more attention in the direc- 
tion. The assumption of the learned judge apparently was 
that, apart from the question of credibility, there was no real 
question as to the character of the transaction. 

Then, as to the material that had been worked up and 

become incorporated with the vessel, and become a portion 
of her and her essential appurtenances. Eagles was the un- 
doubted registered owner of the vessel and had the power 
under the statute of absolutely disposing of her; and the 
defendants, as bond fide purchasers from him, became en- 
titled (according to their several interests) to the vessel as 
she then stood, and, when their new title was duly registered, 
they, in turn, acquired the absolute power of disposing of 
her as she stood. The vessel, in this sense, became vested in 
them by the statute. 

Next, as regards the claim for yellow metal sheathing, felt, 
etc., the powers of the managing owner are thus stated in a 
recent case. The 'Huntsman ' (5) : 

(5) [18941 P. D. 218. 
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The maniaging owner is deputed by the co-owners to employ the 
veesel for their benefit, and that can only be done by employing her 
in the ordinary course of trade suitable for such a vessel. It must 
follow as a necessary consequence that he has authority to conduct 
and manage on shore whatever concerns the employment of the ship 
and, for that purpose, has authority to give orders for the necessary 
repair, fitting and outfit of the vessel, in order to seeing that she is 
properly manned, properly sent to sea, and properly chartered for 
the voyage. 

He has no power to make improvements In the vessel, as 
such, and, for the purpose of improving the property of the 
co-owners, unusual and structural alterations are, of course, 
prima facie excluded. All that tlio managing owner does 
must have reference to the useful employment of the vessel 
in an ordinary course of trade suitahle for such a vessel. He 
may, therefore, do what is reasonably necessary for the 
purpose of a contemplated employment of the vessel in the 
ordlinary course of trade suitable for her. Whether, in any 
particular case, the contem])latod employment is a user of the 
vessel ill the ordinary course of trade suitable for such a 
vessel, and whether wliat is done may practically be regarded 
as a reasonable fitting out of the vessel for such an employ- 
ment, are largely questions of fact. 

Upon such inquiries, anything tending to establiah an 
implied consent of th^ co-owners to anything done or proposed 
to be done by the managing owner respecting the vessel or 
her employment is, of course, material. 

The result is that, upon the whole case, the order for a 
new trial should not be interfered with, and the appeal should, 
therefore, bo dismissed. 

Appeal dismissed with costs. 



Solicitor for the appellants: Chas, A. Palmer. 

Solicitors for the respondents, 

Everett, Wilson and Collard : Hannington & Wilson. 

Solicitor for the respondents. 

Franke and Peters: Thomas Millidge. 
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[S. C. File No. 1339.] 1894 

DUNCAN J. 'MACDONALD (Plaintiff), Aipkllant, 7j^^;^^\ 

AND 

GEORGE S. BRUSH (Defendant), Respondent. 

ON APPEAL FROM THE COURT OF QUEEN'S BENCH, 
APPEAL SIDE. PROVINCE OF QUEBEC. 

Appeal — Jurisdiction — Title to land — Trespass — Action possessoire — 
Demolition of works — Matter in controversy — R, 8, C c. 1S5, 
i. 29. 

The pLaintiflTs action was for trespass against a neighbour in con- 
structing a roof projecting over the plaintiffs land, for the demoli- 
tion of the projecting portion of the roof, and a declaration that 
the plaintiff was proprietor of the land on which the trespass had 
been committed. On motion for the approval of security for the 
costs of an appeal from the judgment dismissing the action, 

Held, that, aA the title to the land was not in issue nor future rights 
therein affected, and as it did not appear that the matter in con- 
troversy amounted to the sum or value of $2,000, there could be no 
appeal to the Supreme Court of Canada. 

(Note. — Cf. The Emerald Phosphate Co. v. The Anglo-Continental 
OMano Works (21 Can. S. C. R. 422) ; Delorme v. Cusson (28 Can. 
8. C. R. 66) ; Parent v. TAe Quebec North Shore Turnpike Road 
Trustees (31 Can. S. C. R. 556) ; Davis v. Roy (33 Can. S. C. R. 
345) : Ddisle v. Arcand (36 Can. S. C. R. 23). 

MOTION by way of appeal from the decision of the 
Registrar of the Supreme Court of Canada ("Mr. Cassels) in 
chambers, refusing the approval of the security for costs of a 
proposed appeal from the judgment of the Court of Queen's 
Bench, appeal side, Province of Quebec, by which the plain- 
tiiFs action was dismissed with costs. 

The circumstances of the case are stated in the notes of 
reasons for judgment given by the registrar, in which the 
judgment of Mr. Justice Hall, upon a similar application in 
the court below, is recited. 

Lajote, for the motion. 

Atwater, K.C., contra. 

*Pbe8BNT: Fournier, J., in Chambers. 
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1894 On 13th February, 1894, the registrar dismissed an appli- 

' ' ' cation, in chambers, for approval of the security, and delivered 

V. his judgment as follows: — 



Brush. 



The Registrar — By his declaration tlie plaintiff (appel- 
lant) alleges that he is possessor, a Hire de proprietaire, and 
has been so for more than a year before, the institution of the 
action (to wit, since 2nd December, 1843), of immovable 
property, numbered 1656 in St. Anne's Ward, in the City of 
Montreal, extending from the division line between lots 1555 
and 1556 to the foundation of a factory of the defendant 
built on lot 1557; that during June and July, 1888, he has 
been troubled in his possession by the defendant (respon- 
dent) by the latter causing to project along the north-west 
boundary, to the extent of nearly one foot, the roof of a 
building, in possession of the defendant, on the neighbouring 
lot 1557; that the plaintiff is entitled to demand that the 
defendant should cauBe this trouble to cea^, and that he, 
the defendant, should remove the part of his building which 
projects over the immovable of the plaintiff, and that the 
plaintiff should be maintained in his peaceable possession 
of his immovable. Therefore, the plaintiff concludes that 
he be declared possessor a litre de proprietaire of the above 
described immovable, and that the defendant be forbidden to 
trouble him in his possession in the manner set out by the 
projection mentioned, and that the defendant be condemned 
to demolish that part of his roof so projecting, within fifteen 
days of the judgment, and, in default, that the plaintiff him- 
self be authorized to remove the projection at the cost of the 
defendant, the plaintiff reserving his recourse for damages, 
the whole with costs. 

By his pleas, the defendant, besides a general issue, pleaded 
tJiat, though it may be true that the plaintiff is in possession 
a tiire de proprietaire of lot 1556, it is untrue that he hat* ever 
b«en troubled in his possession by the defendant who is owner 
and proprietor, and has been in possession a litre de proprii- 
iaire, by himself and his OAUeurs, since 1829, of lot 1557 ; tbat 
the building complained of has stood upon defendant's lot 
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since 1840, and does not encroach upon nor overlap, nor does 1894 
the roof thereof overhang the said lot 1556; that the building ' ' 
was constructed entirely within lot 1557, and there always has ' v. 
been and is more than two feet distance from the division line '*^*"' 
of the said lota, over which space the defendant has always 
retained ownership and possession, as being part of lot 1557, 
as the same was and is, and the said building hath and always 
had windows in its side wall opening on this portion of lot 
1557. Wherefore, defendant, reserving his rights to take 
such action as may be necessary to protect and define his rights 
in the said property, pi ays that it be declared that he has 
not troubled plaintiff in his possession of said lot 1556 and 
that plaintiff's action be dismissed with costs. 

I It was admitted that the property in question in the 
action was not worth more than one hundred dollars. 

Tlie Superior Court (Jett^, J.), dismissed the action 
with costs. 

This judgment was afffcmed by the Court of Queen^s 
Bench for Ix)wer Canada, on the 22nd December, 1893. Appli- 
cation was then made to Mr. Justice Hall of that court for 
allowance of security. This was refused. The learned judge 
said: — 

CoDfliderinf; that the demand in this case was only to be rein- 
ttated in the poasenion of a certain piece of land without putting: in 
iane the title to such land, that the rights in future are not bound 
by said judgment, and, therefore, that the matter in controversy does 
not come within the intent and meaning of the section of the Act 
allowing appeals to the Supreme Court of Canada. 

The application was renewed before me on the 10th 
instant. 

1 agree with Mr. Justice Hall that this case does not 
come within section 29 of the Supreme and Exchequer Courts 
Act and dismiss the application with costs, fixed at $20. 

On the motion, by way of appeal from the foregoing de- 
cision, after hearing counsel for the parties, Mr. Justice 
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1894 Fournier reserved his judgment and, on a subsequent day, 

,,' ' ' dismissed the motion with cot^ts, for reasons stated as fol- 
Maodonald 

V. lows :-^ 



Bbush. 



Fournier, J. — This is a motion to obtain leave to appeal 
tc the Supreme Court from a judgment rendered in this case 
b}' the Court of Queen's Bench for Lower Canada (appeal 
side) on the 22nd Decembery 1893, dismissing the plaintiff's 

action. 

ITie plaintiff, by his action, complained of having been 
troubled in the possession of his land by the defendant, 
Brush, and prayed to be reinstated in the possession of his 
land. 

The appellant in this case has already applied to the 
Honourable Mr. Justice Hall for leave to appeal to the Su- 
preme Court and his application was refused on the ground 
that the action was for the sole purpose of getting back the 
possession of a certain piece of land, and, there being no con- 
testation as to the title to the land in question, and also on 
the ground tJiat the future rights of tihe plaintiff were not 
affected by the judgment. 

This application for leave to appeal was renewed before 
the registrar of this court, who also refused to allow it, on 
the ground that it was not an appealable case. For the 
third time the application was renewed before me. 

Having examined all tlie documents filed in the case, I am 
of opinion that the two decisions rendered by the Honourable 
Mr. Justice Hall and by the Registrar of this court are cor- 
rect. The only subject matter in dispute in this case is as 
to the possession of a piece of land, the value of which has 
been admitted before the Registrar of this court not to be 
over $100, and, therefore, not of a sufficient amount to allow 
an appeal to this court, and, moreover, the title to the land 
in question has not been in any way contested by the parties. 
The future rights of the plaintiff are not affected by this 
judgment, as he will always be at liberty to rely upon his 
title deeds in support of any action which may be taken. 
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I am cdso of opinion that this application should be dis- 1894 
miflfled with costs, such costs to be taxed at $15. _ _ ' "^^ 

V. 

Application dismissed with costs. Brush. 

SolidtoTB for the appellant : BisaUlon, Brossea/u & Lajois. 
Solicitors for the respondent: Atwater dk Machie. 



[S. C. File No. 1366.] 

TUBBIFF ET AL. V. THE QUEBEC CENTRAL 

RAILWAY CO. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec^ appeal side. 

Withdrawn. 
(14th May, 1894.) 
See Q. R. 2 Q. B. 569. 



[S. C. File No. 1361.] 

THE MONTREAL AND SORBL RAILWAY CO. v. 

DBNNONCOURT. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

he 

Discontinued, with costs. 
(8th May, 1894.) 

c— 10 
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1894 [s. c. Pile No. 1365.] 

WALLACE V. WISWELL. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 

Diamissed with costs^ no person appearing when the case 
was called for hearing. 

(7th November, 1894.) 



[S. C. Pile No. 1375.] 



MARSH V. LEMON. 



APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Entered, but never prosecuted. 



(3l8t July, 1894.) 



1895 [S. C. File No. 1384.] 

MURRAY V. JONES. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

Dismissed with costs, by consent, upon a settlement 
effected during the hearing. 

(2nd April, 1895.) 
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[S. C. File No. 1386.] i^ 

DAVIS V. THE PONTIAC AND PACIFIC 

RAILWAY CO. 

APPLICATION for approval of security on appeal from 
the Court of Queen's Beneh^ Province of Quebec, appeal side. 

Never prosecuted. 

(23rd August, 1894.) 



[S. C. Pile No. 1393.] 
THE HALIFAX STREET CARETTE CO. v. DOWNIE 

BT AL. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 
Never prosecuted. 
(l8t September, 1894.) 



[S. C. Pile No. 1393a.] 

THE HALIFAX STREET CAEETTE CO. v. KELLEY 

AND GLASSY. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 

Never prosecuted. 

(Ifit September, 1894.) 
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,^894 |-g Q piig ^^ 13986.] 



THE HALIFAX STREET CARETTE CO. v. LANE. 



APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 



Never prosecuted. 



(l8t September, 1894.) 



1895 [S. C. File No. 1393c.] 

THE HALIFAX STREET CARETTE CO. v. lIcM'ANUS. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 
Dismissed with costs for want of proeecution. 
(8th March, 1895.) 



1894 [S. C. File No. 1398.] 

WILLIAMS V. BARTLING. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 
Appeal allowed with costs and a new trial ordered. 
(6th November, 1894.) 
See 29 Can. S. C. R. 548. 
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[S. C. File No. 1399.] i^ 

PHILLIPS T. McGRATH. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 
Inscribed, but never brought to hearing. 
(4th February, 1895.) 



[S. C. FUe No. 1401.] 1894 

BUTTON T. THE COMMISSIONEBS OF THE HAB- 

BOUR OF TORONTO. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Entered, but never proeecnted. 
(16t!i September, 1894.) 



[S. C. Pile No. 1410.] 1898 

THE QUEEN v. MacLEAN AND ROGER. 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada (4 Ex. 
C. B. 257) . 

DiBcontinued. 

(Idih June, 1898.) 

(See 8 Can. S. C. R. 210.) 
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1894 (S. 0. File No. 1411.) 

HAYES V. BERRY. 
APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Entered, but never prosecuted. 
(21st September, 1894.) 



1895 [S. C. File No. 1413.] 

' — . — ' 

THE LONDON STREET RAILWAY CO. v. THE CITY 

OP LONDON. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

Withdrawn. 

(27th April, 1895.) 



1894 [S. C. File No. 1420.] 

In re LARTER. 

APPLICATION for writ of habeas corpus on oommit- 
ment for two years* confinement in Dorchester penitentiary, 
upon conviction at the Couri; of Assize, at Charlottetown, 
P.E.I., for procuring a noxious drug to be used to obtain a 
miscarriage. 

The proceedings were not further prosecuted. 
(6th October, 1894.) 
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[S. C. Pile No. 1426.] 1907 

WRIGHT ET AL. V. THE QUEEN. 

Rideau Canal Land§ — Forfeiture — Mis-user — Condition Subsequent — 
Jurisdiction of Ewohequer Court of Canada — Costs, 

APPEAL from the judgment of the Exchequer Court of 
Canada rendered on 20th Marchj 1893. 

The appeal was argued on 12th, 13th, 14th and 15th of 
March, 1895, and judgment was reserved. 

On the appellants^ petition of right, the Exchequer Court 
foxmd and declared that the Crown held certain lands in 
question for the purposes of the Rideau Canal, and that to 
a tract thereof sixty feet in width surrounding the Canal 
Basin, in the City of Ottawa, and the by- wash therefrom, 
there was attached the condition that no buildings should be 
thereon erected; but that the proviso that no buildings 
should be erected thereon did not create a condition subse- 
quent, the breach of which would work a forfeiture and let 
in the heirs of the late Nicholas Sparks, by whom the same 
had been surrendered to the Crown for the purposes of said 
canal, and that the use by the Crown of a portion of the 
lands in question for uses other than the purposes of the 
canal would not work such a forfeiture. On the question of 
the relief which the suppliants might obtain for breach of 
the condition, or for the non-user of any portion of the lands 
or for mis-user thereof, and also as to the question of costs, 
the said court was of opinion that it had no jurivsdiction to 
grant the same, and declared that the suppliant^ were not 
entitled to the relief so sought, and ordered that there should 
be no costs to either party. 

On 9th December, 1895, an order was made for re-argu- 
ment, Mr. Justice Foumier having become disqualified by 
resignation, and the remaining judges who heard the argu- 
ments being equally divided in opinion; proceedings were 
suspended on proposals for an amicable arrangement between 
the parties, which finally resulted in a settlement out of court. 

(25th January, 1907.) 
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}^ [S. C. FQe No. 1426.] 

WARD ET AL. V. THE SHIP "YOSEMITE." 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada, British 
Columbia Admiralty Division. 

Withdrawn. 

(23rd January, 1896.) 



1894 fS. C. File No. 1430.] 

^ — , — ' 

''^- ^'- STEWART V. SCULTHORPE. 

Appeal per talfnm — Esrpiration of time for appealing — Supreme Court 

Act, $, kO. 

I^avp to appeal per aaltum cannot be frranted after the expiratioD 
of the time limited by aec. 40 of ^the Supreme and Ekcfaeqner 
Courtfl Act. 

APPLICATION, on 19th December, 1894, for leave to 
appeal per saltum from the judgment of the Queen's Bench 
Division of the High Court of Justice for Ontario (25 0. R. 
544). 

It appeared from the affidavit filed that the judgment 
sought to be appealed from was rendered on the 21st June, 
1894 ; that a motion for leave to appeal to the Court of Appeal 
for Ontario was refused on 13th November, 1894, an oral 
judgmont being delivered l\v Osier, J., to the effect that tbe 

legislature had fixed a limit, and the Court of Appeal did 
not feel justified in granting leave to appeal in cases below 
that limit, except in extreme cases, and that this was not such 
a case, the judgment being for only $400 and costs of suit 



* Presem : The Regibtra.b. in Chambers. 
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1894 



The Begistrab refufled leave on the ground that the 



application, not having been made within the time limited by Stvwart 
section 40 of the Supreme and Exchequer Courts Act, was soulthobpk. 
too late. 

Application dismissed with costs. 



[S. C. File No. 1431.] 1894 



'^ ' 



TBNNANT v. BALL et al. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (21 Ont. 
App. E. 602). 

Entered, but never prosecuted. 
(14th December, 1894.) 



[S. C. Pile No. 1432.] 1896 

THE S. S. " MANDALAY " v. THE MONCTON SUGAB 

BEFINTNG CO'MPANY. 

APPEAL from Nova Scotia Admiraltv Division of the 
Exchequer Court of Canada. 

Abandoned, without costs, by consent. 

(7th December, 1896.) 
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1895 rS. C. File I^o. 1441.] 

THE QUEEN v. ROCHE. 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada award- 
ing the respondent $77,772.05 for properties expropriated 
for the Water street extension of the Intercolonial Railway 
in the City of Halifax, and for damagOB resulting from such 
expropriation. 

By the judgment of the court the judgment appealed 
fiom was varied by an order that the respondent should re- 
cover $55,744.79 instead of the sum awarded by the 
Exchequer Court, and the court did not award any costs, 
on the appeal, to either party. 

(7th May, 1895.) 



[S. C. File No. 1463.] 

BURNS V. CHISHOLM et al. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New Brunswick 
(32 N. B. Rep. 588). 

Settled out of court.. 
(20th November, 1895.) 



[S. C. File No. 1479.] 

TORONTO RAILWAY CO. v. EWING. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (24 0. 
R. 694). 

Settled out of court 
(17th September, 1896.) 
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[8. C. File No. 1483.] I895 

DUBE V. LES CURE ET MARGUEILLIERS DE 

L'ISLE VERTE. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side (Q. R" 6 Q. B. 424). 

Application to approve security for costs refused. 

(29th May, 1895.) 



[S. C. File No. 1490.] 

DONOVAN y. ROBERTS. 

APPLICATION for leave to appeal per solium from the 
judgment of Mekedith, C.J. (16 Ont. P. R. 456), com- 
mitting the appellant for contempt. 

The application was refused hy the Kcgistrar. and an 
appeal from his decision was dismissed with costs by Tab- 
OHEREAU^ J., in chambers. 

(11th July, 1895.) 

(See 21 0. R. 535.) 



[S. C. File No. 1502.] 

KINGSTON & MONTREAL FORWARDING CO. v. 
UNION BANK OF CANADA. 

APPEAL from the Court of Review, Province of Quebec. 

Dismissed, with costs. 

(9tli December, 1895.) 

(See Cout. Dig. 203, 541, 1054, 1481.) 
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>^95 [-g c. File No. 1606.] 



MUNICIPALITY OF SMITH'S FALLS v. SWEENEY 

ET AL. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (22 Ont 
App. E. 429). 

Settled out of court. 

» 

(24th September, 1896.) 



[S. C. File No. 1613.] 

DO'MTNION SAFETY FUND LIFE ASSOCIATION v. 

FREEZE. 

APPEAL from tiie Supreme Court of New Brunswick 
(33 N. B. Rep. 238). 

Settled out of court. 

(2nd November, 1896.) 



1896 [S. C. File No. 1614.] 

KEACHIE ET AL V. THE CITY OP TORONTO. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (22 Ont 
App. R. 371). 

Settled out of court. 

(14th February, 1896.) 
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[S. C. File No. 1521.] i^ 

PENNY T. THE QUEEN. 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada (4 Ex. C. 
B. 428). 

Withdrawn. 



(26th December, 1899.) 



[S. C. Pile No. 1526.] 1896 

CITY OF OTTAWA v. BRUCE. 



APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 



Withdrawn. 



(16th January, 1896.) 



[S. C. File No. 1527.] 



TAYLOR V. FOY. 



APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 



Dismissed with costs. 



(4th March, 1896.) 
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1896 [S. C. Pile No. 1630.] 

*^^t! w.^^* WILLIAM I. SHEETS et al. (Defendants), Appellants, 

AND 

PETER N. TAIT (Defendant) and HER MAJESTY 
THE QITEEN (Plaintiff), Respondents. 

ON APPEAL FROM THE EXCHEQUER COURT OF CANADA. 

Title to landr— Lease for years — Poasession by sub-tenant — Purchase 
at sherifTs sate — Adverse occupation — Evidence — Con/veyance of 
rights acquired — Compromise — Waiver — Estoppel, 

The court held that the acceptance of a deed of oompiomise in 
respect to the tenure of real property, which excluded certain 
lands, estopped the appellant from any claim for compensation 
for the expropriation of kinds forming part of the excluded area. 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada, in a suit 
wherein Her Majesty, the Queen, was plaintiff, and the present 
appellants and the respondent, Tait, were defendants, and in 
which the judge of the Exchequer Court declared that the 
respondent, Tait, was entitled to be paid the amount of the 
compensation awarded upon the expropriation of certain lands 
taken for canal purposes. 

The questions at issue on the appeal are stated in the judg- 
ment now reported. 

Moss, Q.C., and Cline, for the appellants. 

Ferguson, Q.C., for the respondent, Tait. 

Hogg, Q.C., for the Superintendent of Indian Affairs. 

The judgment of the court was delivered by 

King, J. — Upon information filed under the Expropria- 
tion Act, 62 Vict. chap. 13, relative to the expropriation of 
certain land on Sheik's Island, in the township of Cornwall 
and county of Stormont, for the purpose of enlargement of 

* Present : Sib Henbt Stbono, C.J., and Tasohebkau, Sbdqb- 
wicK, Kino and Oibouabd, J J. 
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the Cornwall Canal, the chief conteBtation was as to whether iggg 
the present appellant, Sheets, or the respondent, Tait, is en- "^^-^ 
titled to compensation, which was assessed by the court at ^^^^ ^ ^^ 

$1,400. Tait 

AND 

The Qubbn. 

The knd in question consists of fifteen acres at the west- 
erly end of Sheik's Island and. is a portion of lands which^ 
in 1796, were leased by the British Indians of St. B^s to 
one David Sheik and Jeremiah French for a term of 999 
years. This lease was recognized by the Crown and is the 
foimdation of the claim of the respective parties, each of 
whom claims to be entitled to the part in question for the 
nneipired term. 

It appears that, in the year 1800, French assigned his 
interest in the lease to David Sheik. Subsequently, Sheik 
let a number of persons into possession of certain parts of the 
island as sub-tenants, and, amongst these was Jacob Sheets, 
the father of the appellant, William Sheets, The part so 
occupied by Jacob Sheets was known as lot No. 7 and con- 
sisted of one hundred acres to the westward of lot No. 6, 
occupied by one William Raymond. To the westward of 
Baymond's occupation there were one hundred and forty acres, 
and a material question is whether the whole of this, or only 
about one hundred acres, was within the lot No. 7, occupied 
by Jacob Sheets; or, in other words, whether Sheet's occu- 
pation extended to the fifteen acres of expropriated land 
which were at the westernmost end of the island. 

The learned judge was of opinion that the evidence as to 
whether or not Jacob Sheets actually occupied and used, 
this forty acres was not, perhaps, altogether satisfactory. I 
agree in this conclusion, which is further strengthened (as 
pointed out by the learned judge) by the terms of tlie con- 
veyance which Jacob Sheets, while in possession of lot 7, was 
satisfied to take from Solomon V. Chesley, who then was 
claiming title to the whole. 

Chesley had, in 1837, recovered judgment against Isaac 
B. Sheik, the eldest son of David Sheik, who was then de- 
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1896 ceased, and, under execution thereon, Isaac B. Sheikas right 
'~'~' and interest in the estate of his late father was sold at 
V. sheriff's sale and was purchased by Chesley. 

Tait 

Thr Qdbbn. In March, 1860, Chesley sold and conveyed to one John 
Tait all his estate and interest in the following portions of 
the island, i.e., the lot one, and also in 

that portion of the said island situate at its head and adjoining the 
premises of Jacob Sheets on the west containing forty acres. 

which latter portion was subsequently (August, 1888), con- 
veyed by John Tait to the respondent. 

In April, 185(), Chesley made a conveyance to Jacob 
Sheets (then in possession of lot seven), of all his interest in 
the one hundred acres adjoining the farm owned by the 
heirs or successors of William Eajnnond, deceased. In this 
deed it was (inter alia) recited that David Sheiks had, in his 
life-time, and in contravention of the terms of his lease with 
the Indians, placed upon the island sundry sub-tenants, and 
amongst the number, Jacob Sheets; that upon the demise of 
David Sheik, his eldest son and heir, Isaac B. Sheik, had 
entered into possession, occupation and usufruct of the said 
island, and exercised undisturbed ownership therein for a 
series of years; that, during this term, he compromised with 
several of the sub-tenants referred to, and received valuable 
considerations from Solomon Eaymond and otliers of them, 
but nothing from the said Jacob Sheets; that Jacob Sheets 
had settled upon the uppermost end of the island, and made 
large improvements upon the hundred acres adjoining the 
farm and premises of William Kaymond, tlien deceased; 

and having as he stated made large payments to the late David Sheik 
therefor, but of which he produced no documentary or other proof, a 
mutual compromise was entered into between the said Solomon V. 
Chesley and the said Jacob Sheets, to the eflfect that for the con- 
siderntion and payment of twenty -five pounds, the said Solomon 
V. Chesley undertook to convey to the said Jacob Sheets, his heirs 
and assigns, all the right, title, interest, claim, etc, which he pos- 
sessed or acquired by the aforesaid purchase at sherifiTs sale of all 
and singular the land and premises situated west of William Ray- 
mond's farm, save and except forty acres of woodland on the extreme 
south- westerly end of said island. 
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A memorial of this deed was registered by Jacob Sheets. 1 896 

There would seem to be, in the acceptance of this deed, aa^"**^, ^ ^''• 
admission of Isaac B. Sheik's and of Chesley's possession and Tajt 
title, and that the hundred acres at the uppermost end of the Thk Quekn. 
island, adjoining the farm and premises of Raymond, upon 
which it is recite that Jacob Sheets had settled, did not in- 
clude the forty acres of woodland on the extreme south- 
westerly end of the island. 

Upon the whole, therefore, I agree with the learned judge 
that no suflScient title is shewn in the appellant either by 
possession or otherwise to the fifteen acres that have been ex- 
propriated, and that, consequently, the appeal should be dis- 
missed with costs. 

Appeal dismv^sed with cods. 

Solicitors for the appellants : Maclennan, Liddell & Clme, 
Solicitor for the respondent, Tait: A. Ferguson. 
Solicitors for the Superintend- 
ent-General of Indian Affairs: O'Connor & Hogg. 



[S. C. File ]^o. 1632.] 1896 

THE TOWN OF PETERBORO v. MASON. 
APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Dismissed with costs. 
(5th March, 1896.) 

(See 20 Ont. App. R. 683.) 
c— 11 
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1896 [S. C. File No. 1533.] 

* 1 ' 

Van. 13. THE CITY OF LONDON (Defendant), Appellant, 

AND 

LEVI LEWIS ET AL, (Plaintiffs), Eespondent8. 

ON appeal from the common pleas division of 

THE HIGH COURT OF JTTSTICB FOR ONTARIO. 

Municipal corporation — Drainage — Construction of sewers — Nuisance 
— Injunction — Damages — Right of action — Practice. 

APPLICATION for special leave to appeal per saJtum 
from the jiulorment of His Lordship Mr. Justice Mac- 
Mahon, at the trial, by which the action of the plaintiffs way 
maintained with costs. 

The circumstances of tlie case are stated, as follo^vs, in 
the judgment appealed from, as delivered by, 

"Mac'Mahon, J. — The action is to recover against tlio 
City of Ix)ndon the damages which the plaintiffs sought but 
failed to recover against the defendant in Lewis v. Alexand-f^r 
( 1 ) . The historv of the bv-laws under which the drains or 
sewers were constructed, causing the nuisance of which the 
plaintiffs complain, need not. be repeated here, as it is set 
cut with all necessary particularity in the above-mentioned 
reports. 

" The (luestion as to what was the effect of by-law No. 391 
finally passed by the Townsliip of Westminster on the 7th 
of August, 1883, was decided by the Supreme Court (2). Mr. 
Justice Sedge^nck, in delivering the judgment of the 
majority of the court, says, at page 555 : 

There is no authority, it seems to me, for limitinji; the purposes 
of the drain. Who is to determine the character of the matter that 
may be carried off, the degree of its offensiveness or inoffensiveness? 



* Present: The Registbab, in Chambers. 

( 1 ) 21 Ont. App. R. 613 : 24 Can. S, C. R. 551. 
(2) 24 Can. S. C. R. 551. 



SUPREME COURT CASES 168 

The drainage of an area covered by human habitations must, in my 1,S9() 

judgment, necessarily include the drainage or carrying off from ^^> — • 

those habitations of all matter that is usually carried off by means Citv of 

of drains or sewers in areas of that description. Some evidence was „ 

adduced at the trial to shew^ that it was never intended by the peti- Lkwih. 
tioner^ that their water-closets should be connected with this drain, 
and this evidence not only impressed the trial judge, but seenks to 
have affected the learned judges of the Court of Appeal. 

Neither the petition for the drain nor the by-law itself affords 
any evidence that such was the object of the drain. If it were to be 
80 limited, either the by-law itself or the plans and specifications of 
the work which formed part of the by-law, should have raadt* ap- 
parent that limited purpose, and no reliance, in my view, can be 
placed upon oral testimony, even if admissible, as to its purix)ses 
many years after the work was constructetl. It appears to me, 
however, that the evidence is conclusive that the drain was intended 
to be a drain for all purposes. The iw»tition and the bill refer to it 
as a sewer. 

" The plan prepared by an engineer for the proposed work 
called for an outlet on the lands of the plaintiff. But from 
the completion of the work, in 1884, until the year 1888, the 
use of the drain had been confined to carrying off the surface 
water from the lands and to the drainage of the cellars of 
the houses on Bruce Avenue, so no damage was, during that 
pmod, caused to the plaintiff. 

*^ As pointed out in the dissenting judgment delivered by 
^Ir. Justice Gwynne, at page 565, this drain or sewer was 
the property of the Township of Westminster, tind at the time 
of the passing of the by-law, in 1883, the to\^Tiship council 
had not vested in them the jurisdiction which was, by 46 
Vict. ch. 18, sec. 496, s.-s. 39 and 40, vested in the councils of 
cities, towns and incorporated villages, for regulating sinks, 
water-closets, privies and privy vaults, and the manner of 
'Iraining the same, that jurisdiction being first vc-ttnl in 
township municipalities in 1887, by R. S. 0. ch. 184, sec. 489. 
S.-S. 47. 

"This want of authority in the township municipality 
appears to have been overlooked when the judgment of the 
majority of the court was written. 
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1896 " As a fact, however, the plaintiflPs consent to the outlet 

^ ' ^ to the drain or sewer being on his property was on the under- 
LoNDON standing and agreement that the sewer was to be used ex- 
Lewis. clusively for the purposes above stated — for draining the 
lands and cellars — ^and that the water-closets were not to have 
connection with tlie sewer. In order to prevent any misunder- 
standing as to the object of the petitioners, on the day of tht 
final passing of the by-law, and prior to it? bemg passed, the 
township clerk of Westminster, at the request of those signing 
the petition, and in order to prevent any question arising as to 
the object of the petition, made the following memorandum 
thereon : — 

The opinion of the petitioners, as expressed at a meeting of those 
interested, is that no water-closets should be drained into the sewer. 

'^ That the* property owners on Bruce Avenue regarded the 
drain or sewer by-law as being passed solely to enable their 
lands and callars to be drained, cannot be doubted, as none of 

« 

them connected their water-closets with the sewer until tlie 
increased power was conferred to township municipalities, in 
1887, by R. S. 0. ch. 184, sec. 489, s.-s. 47. After the passing 
of the Act, and in 1888, Mr. Alexander made a connection 
between the water-closet in his house and the sewer. 

" On the 4tli July, 1892, the corporation, upon the petition 
of two-thirds of the City of London, under the provisions of 
sec. 612, relating to local improvements, passed by-law Xo. ()o5\ 
for a sewer on Henry street, which connects with the Bruce 
street drain. In September, 1892, E. W. Puddicane, by agree- 
ment with and under authoritv of the Citv of London, con- 
nected the water-closet in his house with the Honrv street 
sewer, and so passing into the Bruce street drain contribute^! 
to create the nuisance on the plaintiff's property. Mr. Puddi- 
cane was the first to obtain the sanction of the city to make 
water-closet connection with the sewer. Since then, a number 
of the owners and occupiers of houses on Bruce and Henr}* 
streets have made connections between the water-closets in 
their houses and the sewors on those streets. A serious nuis- 
ance has been created, rendering it impossible, at certain 
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times, for the plaintiffs to leave their windows or doors of 1896 
their residences open by reason of the noxious smells caused 

City of 
by the deposits of filth on their premises. T have found London 

there was no consent given by the plaintiffs to the deposit of lkwis. 
such filth on their lands, causing this unbearable nuisance. 
And I have then to consider whether the plaintiffs are en- 
titled to a reference as to the damages in this section or 
whether their remedy is confined to proceeding by arbitration 
under the statute. 

''The cases referred to bv Mr. Justice Gw\'nne, in 2-* 
Can. S. C. R. at pages 566-7, of Charles v. Finchley Local 
Board (3), Lewis v. City of Toronto (4), ancj Van Egmond 
V Seaforth (5), all shew that where a person or a corporation 

entitled to a limited right, exercises it in excess so as to produce 
a nuisance, and the nuisance cannot be abated without obstructing 
the enjoyment of the right altogether, the exercise of the right ma> 
be entirely stopped until means have been taken to reduce it within 
its proper limits. 

^'Assuming, as I must, that the corporation was obliged, 
for sanitary reasons, to carry off the water-closet excreta 
through, the sewers, it cannot create a nuisance and cause an 
unsanitary condition in another locality by the de|)osit of such 
excreta there. There are methods of deodorizing sewage and 
rendering it innoxious, and the corporation should have 
adopted some one of the numerous methods to prevent a 
nuisance being created of which the plaintiffs justly complain. 

"Counsel for the defendant relied on the judgment in 
Township of Raleigh v. Williams (6) as authority for the con- 
tention that the plaintiffs' only remedy was by ar])itration 
under the Municipal Act. I expressed the opinion at the trial 
that the ease decided under the clauses of the *^ Drainage Act" 
could have no application to a case like the present. In that 
view I am conJSrmed by the judgment of the learned Chief 
Justice of the Common Pleas Division, in his judgment in 

(3) 23 Ch. D. 775. (4) 39 F. C. Q. B. 352. (5) 6 O. R. 590. 

(6) (1893), A. C. 540; 21 Can. S. C. R. 103. 
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1896 ^^^^^ V. The City of Hamilton (not yet reported), to which 

" — ' — ' reference can be had. 
City of 

0, " There will be judgment for the plaintiffs with a refer- 

Lrwis. ^jj^g ^^ ^Q local maj^ter at London as to the damages. And 
the defendant is hereby enjoined from permitting filth from 
water-closets or other noxious or foul matter from being 
carried on to the premises of the plaintiffs through the 
sewers or drains. 

" The injunction wiW be suspended for five months from 
this date to enable the defendant to abate the nuisance, with 
liberty to apply to extend the time. 

" Tlie plaintiffs are entitled to their costs, including the 
costs of the reference." 

The application for leave to appeal per saltum was based 
principally upon the grounds that the case was distinguishable 
from the case of Lewis v. Alexander (7) ; that the evidence 
shewed that the sewer in question had been constructed as a 
general sewer, and that the statute referred to by the learned 
judge in his reasons above quoted (R. S. 0. 1887, ch. 184, sec. 
489, s.-s. 47), had been cited and commented upon in the 
case before the Supreme Court of Canada above referred to. 

After hearing counsel on behalf of the parties, the learned 
Registrar dismissed the application with costs, fixed at $12. 

Application refused with costs. 



[S, C. File Xo. 1542.1 

THE CITY OF MONTREAL v. CAMPEAU. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Dismissed, for want of prosecution. 

(26th February, 1896.) 

(7) 24 Can. S. C. R. 551. 
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[S. C. File No. 1543.] 1896 

CONNOLLY ET AL. V. THE QUEEN. 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 

Withdrawn. 

(l8t April, 1896.) 

XoTE.— -See The Queen v. Connolly (5 Ex. (\ R. 397). 



fS. C. File No. 1544.] 

CONNOLLY ET AL. V. THE QUEEN. 
^-PPEAL from the Exchequer Court df Canada. 
^'ithdrawn. 
^^®^ April, 1896.) 

^'*'*:.— See The Queen v. Connolly (5 Ex. O. R. 397) 



f^- C. File No. 1545.1 

CONNOLLY ET AL. V. THE QUEEN. 
^^I]AL from the Exchequer Court of Canada 

^^-^drawn. 
^^^t April, 1896.) 
'^^t^.— See The Queen v. Connolly (5 Ex. C. R. 397) 
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ItiS*^ [S. C. File No. 1546.] 



CONNOLLY ET AL. V. THE QUEEN. 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 

Withdrawn. 

(l8t April, 1896.) 

Note.— See The Qveett v. Connolly (5 Ex. C. R. 397) 



[S C. File No. 1547.] 

CONXOLLY ET AL. V. THE QUEEN. 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 

Withdrawn. 

(1st April, 1896.) 

Note.— See The Queen v. Connolly (5 Ex. C. R. 397) 



[S. C. File No. 1551.] 

BURNHAM V. HANES. 

■ 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (23 Ont 
App. R. 90). 

Settled out of court. 

(13th May, 1896.) 
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[S. C. File No. 1664.] 1896 

THE QUEEN v. LAINE et al. ^~^ 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 
Discontinued. 
(25th April, 1896.) 



[S. C. File No. 1565.] 
THE MERIDEN BRITANNIA COMPANY v. McMAHON 

ET AL. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Discontinued. 
(10th April, 1896.) 



[S. C. File No. 1569.] 

ARCHIBALD v. SLAUGHENWHITE. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 
Dismissed, with costs, for want of prosecution. 
(15th May, 1896.) 



[S. C. File No. 1574.] 

THE UNIVERSAL MARINE INSURANCE CO. v. 

MoLEOD. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New Brunswick 
(33 N. B. Rep. 447). 

p^ntered, but never prosecuted. 

(1st August, 1896.) 
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1897 [S. C. File No. 1679.] 

^ _ _ _|- 

SHEETS V. THE QUEEN. 
APPEAL from the Exchequer Court, of Canada. 
Settled out of court. 
(21st July, 1897.) 



1896 [S. C. File No. 1580.] 

— , — 

FAEEELL v. HOGG. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of British Columbia. 
Discontinued with costs. 
(24th June, 1896.) 



1897 [S. C. File No. 1582.] 

^ — I — 

THE BATE DES CHALEUES BAILWAY CO. r. 

NANTEL. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Attorney-General for Province of Quebec was a party 
intervening, and, on special application, the Attorney- 
General of Canada was made a party by order, by His Lord- 
ship Mr. Justice King, in chambers. 

Inscribed on roll, but never brought to hearing. 

(13th May, 1897.) 

(See Q. E. 9 S. C. 47; 5 Q. B. 64.) 
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[S. C. File Xo. 1583.] 1897 

THE ATLANTIC AND LAKE SUPERIOR RAILWAY 

CO. V. X AN TEL. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen^s Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Attorney-General for Province of Quebec marie a party 
by order. 

Inscribed, but never brought to hearing. 

(13th May, 1897.) 



[S. C. rile Xo. 1585.] 1896 

PAGE V. THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL FOR 

ONTARIO. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

At the hearing, upon suggestion of the court, the parties 
agreed to a settlement, and a consent order was made modify- 
ing the terms of the judgment appealed from. 

(26th October, 1896.) 



[S. C. File Xo. 1686.] 1897 

THE CITY OF OTTAWA v. CLARK et al. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (23 Ont. 
App. R. 386). 

Withdrawn. 

(18th March, 1897.) 
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I.S'.'" [S. C. File No. 1587.] 

THE CITY OF OTTAWA v. KEEPER. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (23 Ont 
App. R. 386). 

Withdrawn. 

(18th March, 1897.) 



[S. C. File No. 1588.] 

THE QUEEN v. O'NEILL & CAMPBELL. 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 

Allowed in part without costs, the judgment appealed 
from beinor reduced from $37,827.37 to $36,954.83, and the 
cross-appeal being dismissed with costs. Special terms as 
to costs apjK)rtioned were settled in the minutes of judgment. 

(15th June, 1897.) 



1896 [S. C. File No. 1591.] 

THE QUEEN v. GOODWIN. 
APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 
Not prosecuted. 
(20th July, 1896.) 
(See Goodwin v. The Qvecn. 28 Can. S. C. R. 273.) 
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[S. C. File Is'o. 1592.] mm 

THE WESTERN AISSUEANCE COMPANY v. THE 
SINGEE MANUFACTURING CO. 

APPEAL from the Superior Court, sitting in review, at 
Montreal. 

Discontinued. 

(8th September, 1896.) 

(See Q. R. 10 S. C. 379.) 



[S. C. File No. 1594.] 

THE CONFEDERATION LIFE ASSOCIATION v. 

KINNEAR. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (23 Ont 
App. E. 497). 

Order made reversing judgment appealed from. 

(18th August, 1896.) 

(See note at p. 516 of report in court below stating that 
the case was settled out of court.) 



[S. C. File No. 1611.] I397 

VOX SARD V. LE6RIS; MASKINONGE ELECTION ~'^ 

CASE. 

APPEAL from the Controverted Elections Court- 
Discontinued. 
(16th February, 1S07.) 
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1^^^ [S. C. File No. 1616.] 



IHE ANDERSON TIRE CO. v. THE AMERICAN 

DUNLOP TIRE CO. 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court for Canada (5 Ex. 
0. R. 194). 

Disujissed with costs, by consent, for want of prosecution. 

(3rd Feb., 1897.) 



[S. C. File No. 1619.] 

THE "PRINCE ARTHUR" v. THE "FLORENCE/' 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada (5 Ex. 
C. R. 151, 218). 

Withdrawn. 

(21st April, 1897.) 



[S. C. File No. 1620.] 

RODDICK V. GRIFFITH; ST. ANTOINE ELECTION 

CASE. 

APPEAL from the Controverted Election* Court. 

Struck off the list. 

(16th February, 1897.) 
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[S. C. File No, 1622.] 1897 

THE RICHMOND INDUSTRIAL CO. v. TOWN OF 

RICHMOND. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Beach, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Dismissed for want of prosecution. 

(30th March, 1897.) 

(See Q. R. 12 S. C. 81.) 



[S. C. File No. 1627.] 

WINN V. TOWN OF MILTON. 
APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Discontinued. 
(12th February, 1897.) 



[S. C. File No. 1631.] 

Mckenzie v. mckenzie. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 
Dismissed with costs. 
(19th February, 1897.) 
(See 29 N. S. Rep. 231.) 
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}^ [S. C. File No. 1637.] 

VAILLANCOUBT v. ROULEAU. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Settled out of court. 

(5th October, 1897.) 



1896 [S. C. File No. 1647.] 

MACDOXELL v. HOLMES; SELKIRK ELECTION 

CASE. 

APPEAL from the Controverted Elections Court. 

Discontinued. 

(17th April, 1896.) 



1897 [S. C. File No. 1649.] 



ALEXANDER v. MVALISTER; RESTIGOUCHE 

ELECTION CASE. 

APPEAL from the Controverted Elections Court. 

Xever brought to hearing. 

(8th June, 1897.) 
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. [S. C. File No. 1664.] ^97 

BEATTIE T. WENGEB. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (24 Ont. 
App. R. 72.) 

Diecontinued. 
(6th April, 1897.) 



[S. C. File No. 1673.] 

THE CANADA PERMANENT LOAN AND SAVINGS 

CO. T. ALDBICH. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

Discontinned vith coats. 

(16th May, 1897.) 



[S. C. File No. 1680.] 

THE SCOTTISH UNION AND NATIONAL INSUR- 
ANCE CO. V. THE PACIFIC CASKET AND 

FITRNITURE CO. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of British Columbia. 

Discontinued. 

(6th July, 1897.) 

c 12 



178 SUPREME COURT CASES. 

i^ [S. C. File No. 1681.] 

'MATTON V. THE QUEEN. 

PETITION for leave to appeal from the Exchequer 
Court of Canada (5 Ex. C. R. 401). 

Petition for leave to appeal filed, but never prosecuted. 
(4th June, 1897.) 



(S. C. File No. 1685.) 

ROBINSON V. DUN & CO. 
APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Settled out of court. 
(See 24 Ont. App. R. 287.) 
^2l8t July, 1897.) 



[S. C. File No. 1687.] 

ELLIS V. CLARKSON. 
APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Settled out of court. 
(25th October, 1897.) 
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[S. C. File No. 1688.] 1901 

DUNN V. THE QUEEN. 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada (See 4 
iUdX. C. XV. 8). 

Appeal not prosecuted effectively up to Ist June, 1900. 

No order appears to have been made, but see (File 1955) 
Dunn V. The King (Cout. Dig. 728), for note of case de- 
cided between same parties by the dismissal of the appeal 
with costs, on 11th Nov., 1901. 



[S. C. File No. 1690.] 1897 

MAINWABING v. BOON. 
APPEAL from the Court of Beview, at Montreal. 
Dismissed with costs, by consent, for want of prosecution. 
(July, 1897.) 



[S. C. File No. 1702.] 1898 

GUEST V. DIACK. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 

Dismissed with costs. 

(14th June, 1898.) 

(See 29 N. S. Rep. 504, 558.) 
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188' "■ [S. C. File No. 1709.] 



WHITE V. ROTHSCHILD. 



APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Bismissed for want of proficcution. 



(5th November, 1897.) 



1898 [S. C. File No. 1714.] 



REID V. McCURRY. 



APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 



Dismissed, with costs. 



(6th May, 1898.) 



[S. C. File No. 1720.] 

THE NATIONAL FIRE INSURANCE CO. OP 

IRELAND V. BERNARD. 

APPEAL from the Court of Review, at Montreal. 

Dismissed with costs for the re^ons given in the court 
appealed from. 

(6th May, 1898.) 
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[S. C. PUe No. 1727.] 1898 

THE QUEBEC HARBOUR COMMISSIONERS r. 

McQREBVY. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Discontinued. 

(See Q. B. 11 S. C. 456; Q. R. 7 Q. B. 17.) 

(16th February, 1898.) 



[S. C. File No. 1729.] 

RAPHAEL V. MaoLAREN. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, appeal side. 
Province of Quebec. 

Allowed in part, declaring that interest should run upon 
the sum of $1,555.93 from the date of the action, and that all 
the costs of both parties should be paid by the respondents 
out of the trust fund of $70,000 in their hands as executors 
and trustees of the estate of the late James McLaren. 

(6tii May, 1898.) 



[S. C. File No. 1735.] 

GILBERT V. DANDURAND. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Settled out of court. 

(9th May, 1898.) 
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1898 [S. C. File No. 1745.] 

WAHMINGTON v. TOWN OF WESTMOUNT. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, appeal side, 
Province of Quebec. 

Dismissed with costs. 

(14th June, 1898.) 

(See Q. B. 8 S. C. 44; Q. R. 9 S. C. 161, and cf. Bulmer 
V. Warmington and The Town of Westmount, No. 1747, infra. 



[S. C. File No. 1747.] 

BULMER V. WARMINGTON AND THE TOWN OP 

WESTMOUNT. 

APPEALS from the Court of Queen's Bench, appeal side, 
Province of Quebec. 

Dismissed without costs. 
(14th June, 1898.) 

See Q. R. 5 Q. B. 120. Cf. Warmington v. Town of WesU 
mount. No. 1745, ante. 



[S. C. File No. 1755.] 

MARCOTTE v. LA BANQUE NATIONALE. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, appeal side. 
Province of Quebec. 

Dismissed with costs. 

(15th May, 1898.) 
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[S. C. File No. 1766.] 1898 

FOURNIER V. BARSALOU. 

« 

APPEAL from the Court of Beview, at IMontreal. 
Dismissed, with costs, for want of prosecution. 
(11th May, 1898.) 



[S. C. File No. 1767.] 1899 

MACPHEBSON v. GLASIEE. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New Brunswick. 
Discontinued with costs. 
(3rd 'May, 1899.) 
(See 34 N. B. Rep. 206; 1 N. B. Eq. 649.) 



[S. C. File No. 1770.] 1898 

THE TORONTO, HAMILTON & BUFFALO RAILWAY 
CO. V. BIRELY; In re ARBITRATION UNDER 
•' THE RAILWAY ACT " OF 1888. 

MOTION for special leave to appeal from the judgment 
of the Court of Appeal for Ontario, which dismissed an appeal 
from the order of Armour. C.J., dismissing an appeal from 
the award of the axhitrators. 

After hearing counsel for the parties, the court dismissed 
the motion with costs fixed at $25. 

(13th and 20th -May, 1898.) 
Note. — See next case. 
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1898 [s. C. File No. 17700.1 

BIEELY V. THE TORONTO, HAMILTON & BUFFALO 

RAILWAY CO. 

On motion for dismissal of an application for special leave 
to appeal from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (25 Ont. 
App. R. 88)9 in the matter of an arbitration between the par- 
ties^ no one appeared to support the motion, on the day for 
which notice had been given, and the motion was dismissed 
with costs. 

(13th May, 1898.) 

Subsequently, on motion before the Registrar, in cham* 
hers, the application for special leave to appeal was dismissed 
with costs. 

(20th May, 1898.) 
Note. — See last case. 



[S. C. File No. 1774.] 

McCASKILL V. COifMON. 

* 

APPEAL from the Court of King's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Application for leave to appeal dismissed with costs. 

(18th June, 1898.) 

(See Q. B. 13 S. C. 282.) 
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[S. C. FUe No. 1779.] }^^^^ 

TOWN OF PETROLIA v. JOHNSTON. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario, aflBrming 
the judgment of ^Meredith, J., which awarded the plaintiff 
$50 damages, and enjoined the town from discharging noxious 
or deleterious water or substances through their drains and 
sewers into Bear Creek or its natural tributaries, so as to 
cause appreciable damages to the plaintiff as riparian owner 
of lands on said creek. i 

The appeal was dismissed with costs, (Iwynne. J., dis- 
senting. 

The only notes of reasons for judgment delivered in the 
Supreme Court were bv Gwynne, J., who dissented. 

(See No. 1801, at page 186, post) 

(22nd Feb., 1899.) 

Note.— Cf. Town of Petrolia v. John$ton (30 Can. Gaz. 585), 
•nd Johnston v. Town of Petrolia (17 Ont. P. R. 332). 



[S. C. File No. 1780.] 

MONTREAL GAS CO. v. GAFFNEY. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, appeal side, 
Province of Quebec. 

Dismissed with costs. 

(5th October, 1898.) 



1898 
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1890 [S. C. File No. 1782.1 

DROLET V. CHALTFOUR. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Allowed with costs. Judgment to be entered for appel- 
lants for $1,125, with interest from January, 1897, and 
costs in all the courts. Taschkueau, J., dissenting. 

(30th May, 1899.) 



[S. C. File Xo. 1801.] 

JOHNSTON V. THE IMPERIAL OIL CO. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

Allowed with costs, judgment to be entered for the appel- 
lant in the samo terms as tho judgment affirmed by the 
Supreme Court of Canada in the Town of Petrolia v. John- 
ston (Xo. irro, at page 185, ante), Taschereau and 
GwYNXE, JJ., dissenting. 

The only notes of reasons for judgment delivered were by 
the dissenting judges: 

Mr. Justice Taschereau was of opinion that tbe appeal 
should be dismissed, and considered that, for the reasons 
given by ^Ieredith, J., at the trial, the appellant had no case 
against the company. 

Mr. Justice Gwynne, for reasons stated in voluminous 
notes, tliought that a new trial should be granted. 

(22nd Feb., 1899.) 
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[S. C. File No. 1802.] 1899 

MACPHERSOX v. ERASER. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New Brunswick. 
Dismissed with costs. 
(5th June, 1899.) 
(See 34 N. B. Rep. 417.) 



[S. C. File No. 1805.] 1898 

THE 'MONTREAL STREET RAILWAY CO. v. THE 
MONTREAL PARK AND ISLAND RAILWAY CO. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

The appeal was dismissed with costs for want of prosecu- 
tion, and afterw-ards a notice of discontinuance was filed by 
the appellants. 

(19th October; 2nd November, 1898.) 



[S. C. File No. 1806.] I899 

^- . — ' 

THE TRENTON ELECTRIC CO. v. CORPORATION OF 

TRENTON. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

Discontinued. 

(29th March, 1899.) 
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[S. C. File No. 1807.] 

KILNER V. WERDEN. 

Appeal per galtum — Special leave — Discretion — RMew of %&kole 
case on application for leave — Vexatiotffs proceedings — Want of 
merits — Expiration of time for appealing. 

Where it appeared that an appeal was utterly without merits, 
leave to appeal per saltum was refused, and it was declared that, 
in such a case, the circumstances could not justify an order ex- 
tending the time for appealing. 

APPEAL from the decision of the Registrar, in chambere, 
refusing special leave to appeal per saltum from the judgment 
of the Chancellor of Ontario at the trial, dismissing the 
plaintiffs action with costs. 

The circumstances urged upon the application are sei 
out in the judgment by the Registrar, in chambers, refusing 
the application, as follows: — 

The Registrar — This is an application under section 26, 
sub-section 3, of the Supreme and Exchequer Courts Act, for 
leave to appeal per saltum to the Supreme Court of Canada 
from a judgment of the trial judge, the Chancellor of Ontario, 
delivered on the 24th October last. 

In support of the application the plaintiff's solicitor files 
an affidavit in which he alleges that the principal question in 
controversy in the action is as to whether the paper writing 
set up by the defendant as the will of one William Pigeon is a 
valid will or is void for uncertaintv. as the plaintiif contends. 
He also alleges that the same question was in issue in May v. 
Logic (1), tried before (Meredith, J., who upheld the suffi- 
ciency of the will, and whose judgment was subsequently 
affirmed by the Court of Appeal for Ontario. He also alleges 
that the plaintiff appealed from the judgment of the Court of 
Appeal for Ontario in May v. Logic (1), to the Supreme Court 

♦ Present : Kino, J., in Chambers. 



(1) 27 O. R. 501 ; 23 Ont. App. R. 785 ; 27 Can. S. C. R. 443. 



WiRDBN. 
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of Canada, and that the appeal was dismissed^ not on the 1898 
ground of the sufficiency of the will, but for insufficiency of ^T"^ 
the proof, shewing that the persons who conveyed the land in ^^ ». 
quesrtion to one Kilner, the plaintiff herein, were all the heirs 
at law of the said Pigeon. 

Mr. George E. Henderson, for the plaintiff, contends that 
it is impossible for him to recover in the Court of Appeal^ 
inasmuch as that court is bound by its previous judgment in 
May V. Logic (1), and an appeal, therefore, to that court would 
l)e fruitless so far as he is concerned, and he claims that, 
under the practice of this court upon similar applications, he 
is entitled to have the discretion of the court exercised in 
his favour, and to have leave to appeal per saltum granted. 

Mr. Christie, for the defendant, contends that the validity 
of the will is only one of the grounds of defence to the action ; 
that, in addition to this defence, he has pleaded a number 
of other substantial defences anyone of which, if established, 
wctld entitle him to defeat tJjc plaintiff's claim; and that, 
therefore, the decision of the Court of Appeal might be in the 
defendant's favour irrespectively altogether of the question ah 
tf^ the validity or invalidity of the will, and that, this being 
feo, it cannot be said that an appeal to the Court of Appeal 
would be useless. I understand his contention to be, in short, 
that if he can shew that the plaintiff's claim may be defeated 
in the Court of Appeal upon grounds wholly aside from and 
independent of the point determined in {May v. Logic (1), 
that is a sufficient reason why the Supreme Court should not 
grant leave to appeal per saltum. 

The contention of Mr. Christie, I think, is opposed to the 
decision of this court in Moffatt v. The Merchants Bank of 
Canada (2), in which leave to appeal was granted from the 
judgment of Ferguson, J. (3). 

The facts were substantially as follows: — 
The defendant, Moffatt, at the request of Moffatt & Co., 
executed a bond and agreement as accommodation for them 

(1) 27 O. R. 501; 23 Ont. App. R. 785; 27ran. S. C. R 443. 

(2) 11 Can. S. C. R. 46. (3) 5 O. R. 122. 
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1898 to the Merchants Bank. Upon an action brought by the bank, 
^ ' two defences were set up, the first being that the documents 
V. were executed by him under a misapprehension as to their 

effect, through the representations of one of the members of the 
firm of Moffatt & Co. ; that the documents did not contain the 
true agreement between the parties, and should be rectified to 
express the true agreement, and that they should not be held 
binding upon him. The second ground of defence was that, 
if it should be held that the bond and agreement were binding 
upon him, that, nevertheless, according to their proper con- 
struction, his liability thereunder was limited to the amount 
of Moflfatt & Co.^s indebtedness to the bank at the time of the 
execution of the documents, and that he was entitled to credit 
for all subsequent pa3rments made by Moflfatt & Co. to the 
bank, the effect of which would be to wipe out his entire 
liability. The bank, on the contrary, claimed that his liability 
was not in any way limited, but was a continuing liability, 
only determined in the event of Moflfatt & Co. paying their 
entire indebtedness to the bank. It was held by the trial 
judge that the case of Cameron v. Keir (1), was eonchiJ^ive 
as to the eflfect of the documents under the second ground of 
defence. Upon this state of facts, an application was made to 
G Wynne, J., for leave to appeal per saltum, under the same 
section in question on this motion, and this leave was granted 
on the ground that the Court of Appeal would be bound by 
the case of Cameron v. Kerr (1), whereas the apixMlaut 
f^ought to avoid the effect of that decision. Moffatt v. Tk$ 
Merchants Banlc (2), was more fully considered in the case 
of Kyle V. The Canada Co. (3), where the judgment of tlie 
court, delivered by the present Chief Justice, affirms the deci- 
sion in Moffatt v. The Merchants Bnnl' (2), for the reason 

that the le{?al question which the appeUant sought to paise had been 
decided in the Court of Appeal on the same state of facts, and, vir- 
tually, upon the same evidence, oral and documentary, upon which 
the decision upon which it was proposed to appeal from had proceed- 
ed, and that, under these circumstances, it was manifestly a proper 
case for giving leave to appeal, since the Court of Appeal could not 

(1)3 Out. App. R. 30. (2) 11 Can. S. C. R. 46. 

(3) 15 Can. S. C. R. 188. 



SUPREME COURT CASES. 



idi 



be expected to take a different view of the legal consequences flowing 
from the identioal state of facts upon which they had lately pro- 
nounced. 

It will be seen, tlierefore, that in the case of Moffatt v. The 
Merchants Bank (1), it was open to the re-pondent to objeet to 
leave being granted on the ground that the Court of Appeal 
might determine the ease in favour of the appellant, without 
dealing with the second ground of defence, which alone was 
covered by the decision in Cameron v. Kerr (*^). In other 
words, if the Court of Appeal should hold that the defendant 
was entitled to escape liability bv reason of the representations 
under which he was induced to execute the documents in 
question, it would not be necessary for that court to deal with 
the second ground of defence in any ^-ay. 

The only conclusion, therefore, which I can come to is 
that Moffatt y. The Merchants Bank (1), is an authority for 
granting leaye to appeal per saltum to this court, where the 
appellant can shew, as in this case he clearly does shew, that 
under no circumstances can he succeed in the Court of Appeal, 
as he would be met there by the decision of the same court 
on the same state of facts, and proceeding upon the same 
evidence. 

If this were not the only element to be considered upon 
the application, I think the plaintiff would have made out a 
case for granting the order asked, but in dealing with an 
application such as this, in which the applicant does not come 
to the court as of right, but claiming to have a discretion 
exercised in his favour, I think I am entitled to look at the 
facts of the case as disclosed in the uncontradicted evidence 
in the court below. The case of Duwoulxn v. Lancfini (;]), 
and Lewin v. floire (4), in my opinion, are authority for my 
so doing. 

I have, therefore, to consider whether, on the whole cast, 
v;ithout actually adjudicating upon the merits, the plaintiff's 
claim is not an unmeritorious one. 



1898 

Kium 
Wbbdih. 



(1> 11 Can, S. C. R. 4G. 
(3) 13 Can. S. C. R. 258. 



(2> :j Out. App. R. a(). 

(4 J 14 (Vm. S. r. R. 722. 
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1898 The evidence given in the ease of May v. Logie (1), and 

JTT^-. contained in the appeal case, was put in at the trial by con- 
«. sent as the evidence of both parties, and, in that evidence, the 

following facts appear: — 

Mr. Joseph A. Donovan, a solicitor, practising in the City 
of Toronto, in or about the Spring of 1894, discovered that 
the title to a valuable part of the Village of Mimico, near 
Toronto, rested uj^on the will of one William Pigeon, which 
will read as follows : — 

I, William Pigeon, of the Township of Etobicoke, in the County 
of York, yeoman, do declare this to be my last will and testament, 
revoking all others by me heretofore made. It is my will that aa to 
all my estate, both real and personal, whether in poasession, expectancy 
or otherwise, which I may die possessed of, my wife Blizabeth, and 
I hereby appoint my said wife Elizabeth to be sole executrix of this 
my will. 

It will be perceived that in this will, through mistake 
or ignorance, the testator left out the words give, devise, 
bequeath, or any word importing a gift. It would appear 
that the property had been very much improved since 
W was first owned by Pigeon, by the erection of buildings, 
etc., and was now of the value of $40,000 or $50,000, 
and had been sold in parcels so that there were a large 
number of persons deeply interested in the title. Mr. 
Ilonovan, being about to proceed to England^ where the 
heirs-al-law of William Pigeon, if the will were invalid, 
lesided, comes to an understanding with Eolner, the 
present plaintiff, by which the latter agrees to accept a con« 
veyance from the heirs-at-law in trust, but, through all the 
evidence, the plaintiff's solicitor and his 'witnesses carefully 
resist all efforts of counsel to extract the name of the cestui 
que trust, Donovan proceeds to England, and traces up 
til rough Cornwall, Surrey, Bristol, etc., the various heirs of 
William IMgeon, and obtains their execution of an absolute 
conveyance of all the lands of William Pigeon in Mimico to 
ha id Kilner. A])parently, upon his return, Kilner had tiome 
objections to having his name used as the plaintiff in the ex- 
tensive litigation which, no doubt, was contemplated as the out- 

(1) 27 O. R. uOl; 23 Ont. App. R. 785; 27 Can. S. C. R. 443. 
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come of the antecedent proceedings, and suggested that the 1898 
lands should he conveyed to some third person, and, after some rT""^ 
inquiry, lights upon Albert E. May, the plaintiflf in May r. _ «. 
Logie (1) ; obtains an interview between Donovan and May, 
the final result being that the property is to be conveyed hy 
Kilner to May upon the receipt of $50. Why Kilner should 
haTe refused to be a party to the action does not appear, 
although he admits that nothing could be made out of him, 
and it is apparent that May was labouring under a similar 
condition of aflfairs. 

One Brown now appears on the scene as May's solicitor, 
and upon examination he admits that May had not $50 with 
which to pay Kilner, and that it was expected he would get 
the money from his wife, who was supposed to be earning 
Fome money; and that finally he introduces May to another 
Brown, who is induced to loan the $50, which subsequently 
reaches Kilner^s hands, and the conveyances are delivered 
over. It is also provided between the parties that the deed 
from Kilner to May shall be absolute in form, and ^vithout 
any trust, and that the consideration therefor should be 
$11,000, and that a mortgage should be given back to Kilner 
for $9,950. He professes to have had a very hazy recollection 
as to the transaction, but apparently the $1,000 difference 
was to be balanced by a conveyance of some mineral land, but 
the information as to its location was, for some reason which 
we can only suspect, very strenuously and sucessfuUy refused 
hy Donovan. The transaction having been, in this way, carried 
out, matters are in shape to set in motion actions of ojoet- 
ment against the numerous persons who now were the owners 
of the original lot of land, and accordingly, writs were issued 
and proceedings taken. Kilner, in his evidence, admits that 
the only hope the parties to the transaction had of getting any- 
thing out of the mortgage to May was to succeed in the action 
of May V. Logie, (1) ; and it further appears that the spoils to 
result from the proposed litigation were to be divided by a 

(1) 27 O. R. 501; 23 Ont. App. R. 785; 27 Can. S. C. R. 443. 
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1898 payment, first to Kilner of the $11,000 mortgage; secondly, 
"T"" ' Mr. Donovan's costs, and the balance to go to Mr. May, Sub- 
v._^ gequently, and after the decision in May v. Logie (1), an 
order was obtained requiring 'May to give security for costs, 
and all the actions were dismissed except the present one, in 
which, through some oversight apparently, an. order for dis- 
missal was not taken out. 

As before stated, Donovan and Kilner refused to give the 
name of the cestui que trust, and it is not alleged that he 
furnished the funds to buy out the intereste of the heirs in 
England, or the expenses of Mr. Donovan's trip, and Mr. 
Donovan refuses to tell how much he paid the heirs for 
executing the deeds, and he further says that Kilner simf^y 
did what he was told. Apparently nobody else gave him in- 
structions except Donovan. In fact, reading the evidence as a 
whole brings one to the conclusion that Donovan was the 
moving and guiding spirit from the inception of the trans- 
ection to the end; that the other parties concerned were 
simply automatons, moving only as directed and controlled by 
him. I do not believe the heirs of Pigeon ever thought they 
had, or in fact ever had, any other interest to sell than a right 
to litigate, and this they were, no doubt, willing to dispose of 
for a trifling amount. The case, in my opinion, falls expressly 
within the judgment of Lord Abinger in Prosser v. Edmunds 
(2), where he says: — 

The remaining cause of demurrer, namely, that the plaintiffs have 
no right to equitable relief, raises an important and curious question, 
which is this : — Whether or not parties who either become purchasers 
for a valuable consideration, or who take an assignment in trust, of a 
mere naked right to tile a bill in equity, shall be entitled to become 
plaintiflfs in equity in respect of the title so acquired. • • • Where 
an equitable interest is assigned, it appears to me that in order to give 
the assignee a lotus standi in a court of equity, the party assignias 
that right must have some substantial possession, some capabUity of 
personal enjoyment, and not a mere naked right to overset a legal 
instrument. ♦ ♦ ♦ In the present case it is impossible that the 
assignee can obtain any benefit from his security, except through th« 

(1) 27 Can. S. C. R. 443. (2) 1 Y. & C? 481. 
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medium of the court. He purchases nothing but a hostile right to 
bring parties into a court of equity as defendants to a bill filed 
for the purpose of obtaining the fruits of his purchase. • ^ ^ All 
oar cases of maintenance and champerty are founded upon the prin- 
ciple that no encouragement should be given to litigation by the in- 
troduction of parties to enforce those rights which others are not dis- 
posed to enforce. There are many cases where the acts charged may 
not amount precisely to maintenance or champerty, yet of which, upon 
seneral principles and by analogy to such cases, a court of equit> 
will discourage the practice. 
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The whole litigation seems to me to have been an abuse 
of the process of the court, and utterly without merit; and, as 
the plaintiff comes claiming, not as of right, but appealing to 
the discretion of the court, I think, for the reasons above 
set out, ample grounds are afforded for refusing to exercise 
such discretion in his favour, and for relegating him to the 
redress which the usual and ordinary practice and procedure 
of the courts afford to all litigants. 

I have given the reasons for my conclusions in this full 
manner that, in the event of it being held I am wrong in 
looking at all at the evidence, the plaintiff will be in a posi- 
tion to obtain relief upon an appeal from my decision, if he 
desires to have it revised. 

Application refused with costs. 



An appeal from the foregoing decision was taken before 
Mr. Justice King, in chambers, and application also made, 
a^ alternative relief, for an order extending the time limited 
by the statute for appealing from the Chancellor's judgment 
de hem esse. The appeal was dismissed with costs, His 
Lordship delivering the following note of reasons for his 



(If 



'cision : — 



King, J. — The appeal is dismissed with costs, the appeal 
not having been taken and prosecuted within the time fixed 
by the rules, «nd the circumstances not calling for an exten- 
sion of time. 

Appeal dismissed with costs. 
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1899 . [S. C. File No. 1809.] 

^7^ THOMPSON V. CITY OF SAINT JOHN. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New Brunswick. 

Dismissed with costs for the reasons stated by Tuck, C.J.> 
in the court below. 

(30th May, 1899.) 



[S. C. File No. 1813.] 

BANK OP MONTREAL v. DEMERS. 

Varying order for judgment — Settling terms more definitely. 

APPEAL from the Court of Review, at Quebec, aflBrming 
the judgment of the Superior Court (which condemned the 
defendant to pay plaintiff the sum of $5,689.24 with costs), 
and dismissing an appeal by the bank seeking to have the 
condemnation increased. 

On 7th March, 1899, a stay of proceedings was ordered 
(see 29 Can. S. C. R. 435), pending the decision of an 
appeal by the respondent to the Privy Council. 

After the dismissal of ihe appeal by the Privy Council, 
the case was again inscribed and heard upon the merits (6th, 
10th Oct., 1899), and the appeal was allowed with costs, the 
majority of the court being of opinion that a sum of $5,000 
paid to the respondent on 10th June, 1895, should be included 
in the judgment entered against him, with costs before all 
the courts. 

Subsequently the parties again applied to the court (29th 
Nov., 1899), for a more definitive order, and by consent, 
judgment was ordered to be entered against the respondent, 
defendant, for- $8,739.24, with interest as given by the judg- 
ment of the Superior Court and costs. 

(Cf. The Queen v. Demers ([1900] A. C. 103.) 
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[S. C. Pile No. 1814.] 1899 

WATSON V. HILL. 
APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Dificontmued with costB. 
(7th February, 1899.) 



(S. C. PUe No. 1820.] 

McQueen v. Gallagher. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New Brunswick. 
Settled out of court. 
(6th February, 1899.) 
(See 35 N. B. Bep. 198.) 



[S. C. File No. 1821.] 

CRERAR V. HOLBERT. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

Allowed, and judgment of Falconbridge, J., restored, 
for reasons given by him at the trial. Appellants to have 
costs in all the courts. 

(5th June, 1899.) 

(See 17 Ont. P. R. 283.) 
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J?5i [S. C. File No. 1826.] 



AiMERICAN DUNLOP TIRE CO. v. GOOLD BICYCLE 

CO. 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada (6 Ex. 
C. B. 223). 

Withdrawn. 

(26th Sept., 1899.) 



[S. C. File No. 1830.] 

GUARDIAN FIRE AND LIFE ASSURANCE CO. t. 

MARGESON. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 

Settled out of court 

(17th April, 1899.) 

(See 31 N. S. Rep. 359.) 



[S. C. File No. 1835.] 

MALCOLM ET AL. V. MAXWELL. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New Brunswick. 
Discontinued, after hearing, and settled out of court. 
(5th March, 1899.) 
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[S. C. File No. 1837.] }^ 

POIRIER V. LALONDE. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Dismissed with costs for the reasons given in the court 
below. 

(5th June, 1899.) 



[S. C. File No. 1838.] 

GEMMILL & MAY v. O'CONNOR. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (26 Ont. 
App. R. 27). 

Settled out of court 
(24th Oct., 1899.) 



[S. C. File No. 1839.] 

FORD V. McNAMEE. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Dismissed with costs for the reasons given in the court 
below. 

(5th June, 1899.) 
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}^ [S. C. File No. 1841.] 

BEID V. MACKENZIE. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec^ appeal side. 

Dismissed with costs^ Owtnxe^ J., dissenting. 

(5th June, 1899.) 



[S. C. File No. 1856.] 

TRUSTEES OP SCHOOL DISTRICT No. 6, CITY OP 

CARLETON v. SHARP. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New Brunswick. 
Entered, but never prosecuted. 
(15th April, 1899.) 



1901 [S. C. File No. 1861.] 

WALLACE V. THE QUEEN. 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada (6 Ex. 
C. R. 264). 

Withdrawn, with costs. 

(2rith Juno, 1901.) 
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[S. C. File No. 1866.] 1899 

ERDMAN 7. TOWN OF WALKERTON. 

Motion, in chambers, to tax costs under settlement 
made in the High Court of Justice for Ontario. 

Refused. 

(12th June, 1899.) 

(See 14 Ont. P. R. 467; 15 Ont. P. R. 12; 20 Ont. App. 
E. 444; 23 Can. S. C. R. 352.) 



[S. C. File 1877.] 

McCartney v. proctor. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Settled out of court. 
(18th September, 1899.) 



[S. C. File No. 1881.] 

DOYON V. MARTINETTE. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, appeal side, 
Province of Quebec, reversing the judgment of the Superior 
Court, which made absolute a writ of prohibition against th« 
execuHon of a judgment convicting the appellant for the sale 
of intoxicating liquors without a license. 

The appeal was dismissed with costs. 

(5th Oct., 1899.) 
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1900 [S. C. File Xo. 1904.] 

•Jan. 22. LES SYNDICS DE LA PAROISSE DE ST. VALIER v. 

CATELLIER. 

Appeal — Juri»dictioH — Final judgment — Mandamu4. 

Motion by way of appeal from the order of the Registrar, 
Id chambers (11th January, 1900), approving of the deposit 
of $500 as security for the costs of an appeal from the Court 
ot Queen's Bench, appeal side, Province of Quebec. 

The respondent Caiellier, applied for a peremptory writ 
of mandamus (" un bref peremptoire de la nature d'un bref 
de mandamus *') against the appellants to compel them to 
proceed with the purchase of lands selected for the site of a 
parish church, and obtained an order, as follows: — 

Va la requite ci-dess^s, il est ordonn^ d*emaiier un bref de man- 
damus tel que demands. 

Upon this order an ordinary writ of summons was issued 
under art. 993 of the Code of Civil Procedure, indorsed as a 
writ of mandamus, but the copy served on the Syndics did 
not contain any indorsement of the nature of the claim as 
provided by art. 124 C. P. Q. An exception to the form was 
dismissed, whereupon tRe Syndics inscribed an appeal (^f 
piano, before the Court of Queen's Bench, on the ground that 
the order was a final judgment, and directed the issue of a 
peremptory writ of mandamus. 

The Court of Queen's Bench quashed the appeal for the 
following reasons: — 

Parceque (1) I^s appelants ont inscrit en appeal de Tordonnanca 
du juge permettant I'gmission du bref de mandamus en cette cause, 
sans au pr^Iable obtenir la permission ; (2) Parceque la dite ordon- 
nance n^est pas un jugement final, ma is une interlocutoire. 

Upon the motion before the Registrar, in chambers, the 
respondent contended that the judgment was not appealable, 
that the case was governed by Langevin v. Les Commissaires 

♦ Present : Mb. Justice Gibouard. in Chambers, 
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d'Ecole de St Marc (1), and that section 24 (g) of the 1900 

Supreme and Exchequer Courts Act did not permit of an 

appeal in such a case imless the order was final in its nature, ^sr. Valibr 

V. 

Catblliu. 
The learned Registrar, considering that the order wafi not 

simply for the issue of a summons under art. 993 C. P. Q., 

but a peremptory order for the issue of a writ of mandamus^ 

under art. 996 C. P. Q., held that the judgment was final in 

its nature and, therefore, appealable. 

On the motion, by way of appeal : — 

This decision was reversed, on the appeal, by Mr. Jubtiob 
GiROUARD, in chambers, and the application for approval of 
the security for costs was dismissed with costs. 

Motion dismissed with costs. 

J. A. Ritchie, for the motion. 
Murphy, contra, for the appellants. 



[S. C. File No. 1907.] 

BAIE DES CHALEURS RAILWAY CO. v. 
MACFARLANE bt al. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Motion for leave to appeal dismissed. 

Subsequently a motion to reinstate the application was 
dismissed with costs. 

(8th March, 1900.) 

(1) 18 Can. 8. G. R. 599. 
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}^ [S. C. File No. 1911.] 

THE GREAT NORTHERN RAILWAY CO. r. 

CAMPBELL. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec^ appeal side. 

Dismissed with costs for the reasons given in the court 
below. 

(12th June, 1900.) 



[S. C. File No. 1913.] 

BICKNELL V. THE GRAND TRUNK RAILWAY CO. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (26 Ont. 
App. R. 431). 

Entered, but never prosecuted. 

(5th February, 1900.)' 



1907 [S. C. File No. 1916.] 

» , ^^ 

Ik re CANADA TEMPERANCE ACT. 

REFERENCE bv the Governor-General in Council, on 
1st February, 1900, for the opinions of the judges of the 
Supreme Court of Canada on the following questions : — 

"(1) Had the Parliament of Canada authority to enact aectioii 
6 of the Act 51 Victoria, chapter 34, intituled ** An Act to amend 
the Canada Temperance Act?" 



SUPREME COURT CASES. 205. 

"(2) If the said section be ultra vires in part only, or if its 1907 

operations be in any wise confined as to any one or more of the ^— ., — • 

provinces of Canada, then In bb 

Canada 
**ia) What portions of the said section are ultra vire$ and aa Tbmpbranok 

AOT 

to which, if any, of the judicial oflScers therein named is 
it ultra vireif and — • 

"(5) as to which of the provinces of Canada is the said section 
operative, and npon what depends the qnestion as to its 
operative effect in any province? 

"(3) Is the said section operative as to the judicial officers 
therein named, or as to any, and which of them in provinces where 
no jurisdiction to conviot for violation of the Canada Temperance 
Act has been otherwise given or otherwise exists? 

'*(4) Is the said section operative as to the said judicial officers, 
or any. and which of them, in provinces where no jurisdiction to con- 
vict for any violation of the Canada Temperance Act has been other- 
wise given or otherwise exists, and where no jurisdiction to con- 
vict summarily for crimes or offences analogous to violations of the 
Canada Temperance Act has been given to such officers or exists 
otherwise than by legislation of the Parliament of Qanada? 

"(5) Is the said section operative as to the said officers, or any 
and which of them, in provinces where no jurisdiction to convict for 
violations of the Canada Temperance Act has been otherwise given 
or otherwise exists, and where no jurisdiction to convict summarily 
for crimes or offences analogoius to violations of the Canada Temper- 
ance Act has been given to such officers, or exists otherwise than by 
legislation of the Parliament of Qanada. and where no general 
jurisdiction to convict offenders for all crimes and offences made 
punishable on summary conviction before such officers haa been 
given or exists otherwise than by legislation of the Parliament of 
Canada? 

"(6) Ih the said section operative in the Province of Nova 
Scotia as authorizing prosecution before two justices of the peace as 
therein mentioned?*' 

The order-in-council referring the subject for hearing 
and consideration, and a factum on behalf of the Attorney- 
General of Canada, were filed. On 24th of April, 1900, the 
hearing was postponed and no further proceeding has been 
taken since then. 

(Ist April, 1907.) 
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l^ [S. C. FUe No. 1919.] 

SMAET V. ANGUS et al. 



APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Settled out of court. 

(23rd April, 1901.) 



1900 [S. C. File No. 1921.] 



GBIDLEY ET AL. T. BBITTON. 



APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Entered, but never prosecuted. 



(12th March, 1900.) 



[S. C. Pile No. 1935.] 

ELLIOTT V. THE QUEBEC BANK. 

APPEAL from the Superior Court, Province of Quebec^ 
sitting in review. 

Settled out of court. 

(9th April, 1900.) 
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[S. C. File No. 1940.] 1^00 



THE TRUSTS AND GUARANTEE CO. v. CITY OF 

ROSSLAND. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

Dismissed with costs for reasons given in the court below, 
the Chief Justice taking no part in the judgment. 

(8th October, 1900.) 



[S. C. File No. 1947.] 

MOLSONS BANK v. BEAUCAGE. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province '^f 
Quebec^ appeal side. 

Entered, but never prosecuted. 

(19th April, 1900.) 



[S. C. File No. 1964.] 1901 

GREEN v. JENKINS. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New Brunswick. 
Entered, but not prosecuted. 
(4th February, 1901.) 



208 SUPEEME COURT CASES. 

1900 [S. C. File No. 1958.] 

^ COLEMAN PLANING MILL AND LUMBER COM- 

PANY OF BURLINGTON v. HOOD. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal from Ontario. 

Entered, but never progeeuted. 

(30th June, 1900.) 



1901 IS. C. File No. I960.] 

' — I — ' 

GORDON & IRONSIDE v. BICKNELL. 
APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Dismissed with costs. 
(21st March, 1901.) 



1900 [S. C. File No. 1961.] 

^"^ BONSACK MACHINE CO. v. PALK. 

APPEALS from the Court of Queen's Bench, appeal 
side. Province of Quebec, affirming the judgment of the 
Superior Court, District of ^lontreal, dismissing the action 
by the company to recover $25,000, for the use of a pati'ut 
for manufacturinfr cigarettes, from S. Davis & Sons of ^lon- 
treal, on their principal demand, and awarding them $1,193 
upon their incidental demand filed after the institution of the 

action. 

• 

The appeals were dismissed with costs for the reasons 
given in tlic court below. 

(12th November, 1900.) 

(See note of decision as to security for appeal in Cout. 
Dig. 4G; Q. R. 9 Q. B. 356.) 
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[S. C. File No. 1964.] 1900 

THE QUEEN v. GIBBON. 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada (6 Ex. 
C.R. 430). 

Discontinued with costs. 

(26th Sept., 1900.) 



[S. C. File No. 1973.] 

GALBRAITH v. THP: HUDSON BAY COMPANY. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of British Columbia. 

Allowed with costs, including the costs of the Supreme 
Court of British Columbia on appeal, and judj^nient of the 
trial judge restored. 

(7lh December, 1900.) 



[S. C. File No. 1976.] 

THE NOVA SCOTIA MINING AND PROSPECTING 

CO. V. STUART. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 

Settled out of court. 

(12th November, 1900.) 

c. ^14 
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1901 [S. C. File No. 1983.] 

'-— w ' 

I 

^K !«• TOWNSHIP OF ARUNDEL v. WILSON. 



'March 18. 



Municipal corporation — Reservation jor highway — Opening byroad 

— Damages. 

APPEAL from the judgment of the Court of Queen's 
Bench, appeal side, Province of Quehec, reversing the judg- 
ment of the Superior Court for the District of Terrebonne. 

The respondent, Wilson, brought the action to recover a 
strip of land taken by the municipal corporation along the 
side of his property, for the purpose of opening a by-road, 
and for damages occasioned by the removal of his fences. 
On the issues joined, questions were raised as to the right of 
the corporation, without paying any indemnity, to take 
possession of the strip of land in question as part of the 
reservation for road allowance established bv law between 
the land of the plaintiff and adjoining lands. 

Lafleur, K.C., and Delaronde, K.C., for appellant. 
Fitzpatrick, K.C., -and Demers, K.C, for respondent. 

The judgment appealed from, in reversing the judgment 
of the Superior Court, maintained the plaintiff's action 
against the municipality, granted him $20 damages, and 
ordered that he should be reinstated in his possession of a 
strip of knd sought to be appropriated for a by-road. Cost^ 
were given against the corporation in the courts below.. 

The judgment appealed from was reformed by striking 
out the condemnation for damages, and adding thereto, 
after the direction that the plaintiff should be reinstated 
in his possession of the strip of land in question, " par 
un des officiers de la cour superieure dans le District de Terre- 
bonne/' the words " si mieu^ n'airae la dite corporation de 
payer au dit d^mandeur la somme de $200, comme prix du 
dit terrain, le tout avec d6pens, dans Tune ou Tautre alterna- 
tive, contre la dite corporation dans toutes les cours.'' 

Appeal allowed in part. 
♦Present: Taschereau, Owynnk, Skdoewick, King nnd 

<JlROrARD. JJ. 
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[S. C. File No. 1984.] }^ 

LAKE ERIE AND DETROIT RIVER RAILWAY CO. 

V. SCOTT. 



BoUwayt — Negligence — Xon-ivit. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

The action was by a brakesman employed by the company 
for damages in respect of injuries incurred by him while in 
discharge of his duty through the negligence of servants of 
the company in checking the speed of the train on which he 
was working too suddenly, so that a part of the train became 
detached. The jury found for the plaintiff, and the trial 
judge granted a non-suit, although he was inclined to the 
view that the plaintiff had made out a case. The non-suit 
was set aside by the Divisional Court 

The Supreme Court of Canada dismissed the appeal with 
costs for the reasons given in the Divisional Court, Gwynne, 
J., dissenting. 

(1st April, 1901.) 



[S. C. File No. 1989.] 

BANK OF HAMILTON v. GOLDIE & McCULLOUGH. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (27 Ont. 
App. R. 619). 

Withdrawn. 

(oth Feb., 1901.) 
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ISJl [S. C. File No. 1990.] 

CITY OF MOxNTTREAL v. CASSIDY. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Dismissed, with costs. 

(18th March, 1901.) 



[S. C. File No. 1996.] 



THE GUKNEY FOUNDRY CO. v. MORRIS. 



APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Dismissed with costs, Gwynkb^ J., dissenting. 



(3rd June, 1901.) 



fS. C. File No. 1998.] 



SCHELL V. FINKLE, 



APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 



Allowed in part. 
(13th March, 1901.) 
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1902 



fS. C. File No. 2004.] 



HOPKINS V. UPTHEGROVE. 



APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Settled out of court after a first argument. 



<22iid May, 1902.) 



'* I ■ ■»" 



fS. C. File No. 2016.] 1901 

THE MONTREAL STREET RAILWAY CO. v. GAREAU. 

APPEAL from the Court of King's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Settled out of court. 

(20th April, 1901.) 



[S. C. Pile No. 2017.] 

MORASH V. ZWICKER. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 
Discontinued with costs. 
See 34 N. S. Rep. 566. 
{23rd May, 1901.) 
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1901 [S. C. File No. 2025.] 

^""^ THE CANADIAN ACETYLENE CO. v. SAVOIE et al. 

APPEAL from the Court of Queen's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Dismissed with costs for the reasons given in the Superior 
Court. 

(5th June, 1901.) 



rS. C. File No. 2027.] 

IHE INSURANCE COMPANY OF NORTH A^MERICA 

V. BORDEN ET AL. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 

Settled out of court. 

(13th May, 1901.) 



1901 IS, C. File No. 2029.] 

•May 14, 16. THE INSURANCE COMPANY OF NORTH AMERICA 

V. McLEOD ; THE WESTERN ASSURANCE COM- 
PANY V. McLEOD; THE NOVA SCOTIA 
MARINE INSURANCE COMPANY v. 

McLEOD. 

Marine insurance — Abandonment — Repairs — Boston clause — Findings 
of jury — New trial — Practice — Evidence taken by commissunk^ 
Judicial discretion. 

APPEALS from the judgments of Supreme Court of 
Nova Scotia dismissing the appeals of the present appellants 

* Present : Sir Henry Strong, C.J., and Taschebea.U, 
GwTNNE. Sedoewick, and Girouard, J J. 
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from the judgments entered against them on the third trial, 1901 

and refusing an order on their motion for another new trial. , " * ' 

Co. OF North 
The former appeals hv the same appellants were allowed America 

by the Supreme Court of Canada (29 Can. S. C. R. 449), MoLiod. 

and new trials ordered, upon terms as to payment of costs, western 

for the purpose of allowing the defendants, appellants, to assdrance 

adduce further evidence. Upon these trials the three case- v, 

were heard together, and, upon the findings of the jury, — 

judgment was entered for the plaintiff in each case, ^i^ marine^s.^ 

appeal to the full court in Nova Scotia, the defendants ^' 

ajrain moved for leave to amend, and for new; trials on addi- MoLeod. 

tional grounds stated, and the plaintiff filed cross-ap])cals. 

The appeals and cross-appeals were dismissed, as well as the 

defendants^ motions to amend by adding the new grounds. 

and for new trials. 1'he present appeals were by the de- 

iendants against tlie judgments dismissing the appeals and 

refusing the amendment and now trials. 

Xewcomhe, K.C., and Harris, K.C., for the appellants. 
Borden, K.C., and Russell, K.C., for the respondent. 

The appeals were dismissed with costs on 15th May, 1901, 
the following reasons for judgment being delivered : 

Taschereau, J. — (Oral) — We were of opinion that the 
appeals should have been dismissed with costs on the cases as 
presented to us at the former hearing, in 1898 (29 Can. S. C. 
K. 449; 30 X. S. Rep. 480) ; but, in order that the insurance 
companies might have the full opportunity of adducing fur- 
ther evidence, which had not been received at the former trial, 
wo indulged them by granting new trials to enable them to 
produce letters in respect to the transactions which took place 
lit St. Thomas, W. I., and then said to be in the possession 
of witnesses residing there. 

This indulgence was granted at their own expense, and 
they were given thirty days in which to make settlement of 
these costs, otherwise the appeals were ordered to stand dis- 
missed. 
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1901 The new trials so ordered have now taken place, and the 

' ' missing evidence has been produced, the three eases being 

Co. OF NoBTH united and tried together, and the companies appeal from 

MKBioA ^Y^^ judgment of the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia, in banc, 

MoLtod. affirming the decisions of the trial court then rendered 

WuTMN against them. 

ASSURANCB 

Co 

^ ' By the new evidence so produced at the new trial, the 

MoLtod. companies have shewn nothing which can justify this court 

Nova Sootia in any interference with the judgment of the court below. 
Marinb Ins. 



Co. 

V. 

MoLbod. 



The present appeals are therefore dismissed witli costs. 

Appeals dismissed with cosis, 
(Cf. 32 X. S. Rep. 481.) 



fS. C. File No. 2031.] 

]iARIVIftRE V. PHANEUF; PROVENOHER ELEC- 
TION CASE. 

APPEAL from the Controverted Elections Court. 

Dismissed without costs. 

(7th May, 1901.) 



fS. C. File No. 2035.] 

MEIGS V. MORIN; MTSRISQUOI ELECTION CASE. 

APPEAL from the Controverted Elections Court. 

Struck off the roll of cases inscribed for hearing. 

The record was subsequently returned to the court 
below, and no further proceedings were taken on the appeal. 

(1st October, 1901.) 
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[S. C. Pile No. 2036.] 1901 

WEIL V. RATTRAY. 

APPEAL from the Court of King's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Xevcr prosecuted. 

(30th April, 1901.) 



[S. C. File No. 2038.] 

MOREL V. LACHANCE. 

'MOTION for approval of security for an appeal from the 
Court of King's Bench, Province of Quebec, appeal side. 

Refused by the Registrar. 

Motion by way of appeal from the decision of the Registrar 
dismissed with costs by Girouard, J. 

(5th June, 1901.) 



rS. C. Pile No. 2039.] 

^ ' 1902 

ALEXANDER STEPHEN (Defendant) Appellant, — ' 

^ ^ -May 6, 7. 

AND •May 29. 

WILLIAM A. BLACK et al. (Plaintiffs). .Respondents. 

ox APPEAL FROM THE SUPREME COURT OF NOVA 

SCOTIA. 

Contract — Guarantee — Conditional sale — Re»ci99ion — Mortgagor and 
mortgagee — Potcer of sale — Creditor retaking possession — Con- 
timting liabiHty — Appropriation of money realized by creditor-^ 
Release of debtor — Discharge of surety, 

8. leased a hotel for three years and agreed to purchai^e the furniture 
therein from plaintiffs (respondents) at $11,000, payable by inatal- 

• Pbebent : Tabchebeau, Sedoewick, Girouard, Davies and 
Mills, JJ. 
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1902 



Stefhbn 

r. 

Black it al. 



mente, $3,000 during the first year, $3,000 during the second year, 
and $5,000 during the third year of the term, power to retake and 
sell the goods, on default, being reserved. The whole debt was 
secured by chattel mortgage upon the furniture, and, as further 
security, by an agreement entered into with several other persons, 
the defendant (appellant), guaranteed the payment of one-sixth of 
the instalment payable during the second year of the term. It was 
a condition of the guarantee that it should remain in force notwith- 
standing that S. might forfeit her right to the furniture under the 
conditions of any agreement or mortgage. The chattel mortgage, on 
breach of covenants, provided for forfeiture of all claim of S. to 
the furniture, and that the plaintiffs might, thereupon, retake 
possession thereof, and, also, that all payments she should have 
made would then be forfeited. During the second year of the term, 
on default by S. to pay part of the first yearns instalment, the 
pkiintififs resumed possession of the hotel and furniture, leased the 
hotel to another person and sold the furniture for $6,500; they 
also notified the guarantors of the default of S. to perform " the 
conditions of the purchase," that they had, in consequence, re- 
possessed themselves of the furniture, and that they intended hold- 
ing the guarantors liable for the payment guaranteed. The money 
received on the re-sale was appropriated by the plaintiffs, first, in 
payment of a balance of the first year's- instalment ; 2nd]y, in pay- 
ment of the third instalment ; and lastly, towards part payment of 
the second instalment, thus reducing this last amount by $105.1^ 
After the expiration of the three years' term of the lease to ^' 
the plaintiffs sued upon the guarantee, and recovered judgjD^X 
against the defendant. 



and 



Held, per Taschebeau. Gibouabd and Da vies, J J. (Sedqewioi 
Mills. J J., contra), that the ei^ntract represented by the agne^tk^ 
guamntee and chattel mortgage constituted a relationship of Xk^of^, 
gagor and mortgagee between S. and the plaintiffs, and, ^^otis^s 
quently, that the guarantors continued to be liable under th^ SUar- 
antee, notwithstanding the forfeiture of the rights of S., xio^l the 
exercise of the powers of resuming possession and re-sale of the 
furniture. 

Held, per Sedoewick and Mills, J J., dissenting, that the transaction 
,amounted to a conditional sale of the furniture, that the liability of 
S. upon her personal covenant ceased upon the exercise of the 
powers by the plaintiffs, and, consequently, that the sureties w-ere 
discharged, notwithstanding the special provision that the guarantee 
should remain in force. 

Held, also, per Sedoewick and Mills. J J. (Da vies, J., contra >• ^^^^ 
in either view of the nature of the contract, the receipt o^ ^"* 
money on re-sale of the furniture cancelled the debt pro tanfo* •^^t 
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upon the second iDStalment falling due, the plaintiflfs were bound 1Q02 

forthwith to appropriate the amount of that instalment out of the , , , 

$6,500 then in their hands, in satisfaction and discharge of the Stkphbn 
guaranteed payment, thereby releasing both S. and her ""''^^i^ -o*. „ J'* 
from further liability. 

APPEAL from the judgment of the Supreme Court of 
Nova Scotia, affirming the judgment at the trial,- which main- 
tained the plaintiffs* action with costs. 

The circumstances of the case and the questions in issue 
upon the appeal are stated in the judgments now reported. 

Borden, K.C, and Mellish, for the appellant. 
Newcombe^ K.C, and Drysdah, K.C, for the respondents. 

Taschekeau, J. — I would dismiss this appeal for the 
reasons given by Mr. Justice Meagher in the court appealed 
from. 

If that guarantee, worded as it is, does not mean that 
the guarantors guarantee the payment in question, never mind 
what would happen which might, otherwise, relieve them in 
law from liability, I cannot see what it could mean, and we 
cannot read the clause out of the contract. It has been in- 
serted therein for the very purpose of meeting this cafie. 
There is no reason for consideration of the law on appropria- 
tion of payments. The guarantors have contracted themselves 
out of it. 

Sedgewick^ J. (dissenting) : — Prior to the 31st of March, 
1896, the plaintiffs, some or one of them, were the owners of 
the "Queen Hotel " in the City of Halifax, and of the furni- 
ture therein contained. On that day an agreement was en- 
tered into between such owners and one Mary I. Sheraton, 

(1) that the latter should lease the hotel for a term of 
three years, at an annual rental of $4,316, payable weekly in 
advance ; 

(2) that she should purchase the furniture in the hotel 
for the sum of $11,000, payable $3,000 the first year of the 
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^ 



1902 term, $3,000 the second year, and the balance, $5,000, in the 
J^""^ third year; 

V 

Blaok IT AL. (3) that, in order to secure payment of these sums at 
Sbdoiwick J ^^® times specified, she would give the plaintiffs a chattel 
mortgage upon the goods sold; and 

(4) that, as further and special security for the second 
instalments, she would give the plaintiffs the guarantee of 
six gentlemen, of whom the defendant was one, for that sum. 

The agreement, chf^ttel mortgage, and guarantee are as 
follows (the lease does not give rise to any question requiring 
its being here set out) : 

AGREEMENT. 

"IMemorandum of Agreement made this first day of 
April, in the year of our Lord one thousand eight hundred 
and ninety-six, bet\N('on Mars' I. Sheraton, of the City of 
Halifax, in the County of Halifax, the wife of Alfred B. 
Sheraton, of the same place, hotel keeper, of the one part ; and 
Samuel M. Brookfield of the said City and County of Halifax, 
contractor, William M. Black, Henry G. Bauld, C. Willoughby 
Anderson and Donald Keith, all of Halifax aforesaid, mer- 
chants, and John Dunn, executor of the last will and testa- 
ment of Charles Annand, deceased, of the second part. 

" Whereas, the parties of the second part have this day 
agreed to sell, and have sold to the party of the first part, all 
the hotel and other furniture, hotel equipments, appliances, 
and personal property of every nature and kind, held by the 
parties of the second part, or over which they have any control 
01 interest in. upon and about the property in the City of 
Halifax, on the east side of Hollis Street, known as the 
Queen Hotel property, and in the building on the west side of 
Hollis Street aforesaid, known as the Annex. 

" Xow, these presents witness that the parties of the second 
part agree to sell and transfer to the party of the first part all 
and singular the furniture and other personal property herein- 
before referred to, and the party of the first part in considera- 
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tion of the premises and of the traiisf er and delivery to her of 1 902 
all the said property, hereby agrees to pay to the parties of ^^ 
the second part the sum of eleven thousand dollars, lawful v, 

money of Canada, in the manner and under the terms and ^ " 

conditions herein mentioned and set forth.. SedokwicejJ. 

" 1. The parties of the second part agree to give and grant 
to the party of the first part a lease of the Queen Hotel for 
three years, from the first day of April, A.D. 1896, with an 
option in the party of the first part to renew the same for 
two years longer beyond the said period of three years, at a 
rental of four thousand three hundred and sixteen dollars per 
year, payable weekly in advance, in sums of eighty-three 
dollars per week, together with the water rates payable in re- 
spect of the period of said lease. 

" 2. Upon the party of the first part being put into posses- 
sion of the said personalty, she will give her promissory note 
to the parties of the second part for the sum of $3^000 at 30 
days, and will pay the said notes with interest in monthly 
instalments as follows: — 

^- 1896— 

May Ist $100 

June 1st 150 

July 1st 400 

August 1st 600 

September 1st 500 

October 1st 300 

Xovember 1st 250 

December Ist 200 

*< 1897— 

January 1st 200 

February 1st 200 

March 1st 200 

" 3. The party of the second part will give a chattel mort- 
gage upon all the personal property so transferred, together 
with all the furniture and hotel equipments belonging to her 
in the said hotel and annex, except such as are enumerated 
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1902 and excluded from said mortgage. And also upon all such 

^^ ' ' other furniture or hotel equipments as may during the con- 

V. tinuance of the said chattel mortgage be brought in or upon 

Blaok et al. g^i^ hotel or annex, in substitution for or in addition to that 

Sbdobwiok, J. already there. 

" 4. The party of the first part will, during the second year 
of the said lease, pay a further sum of three thousand dollars 
on said purchase price of furniture, and will give a guarantee 
signed by Wm. Y. Kennedy, Andrew E. McMannus (the de- 
fendant), Alexander Stephen, John Peters^, Harry L. Chipnian, 
and Benjamin F. Pearson, all of Halifax^ for the payment of 
said three thousand dollars, said sum to be payable at the said 
times and in the same amounts as the $3,000 mentioned in 
paragraph 2 of this agreement. She also hereby promises and 
agrees to carry out and complete said purchase by the pay- 
ment of the balance of five thousand dollars remaining due 
after the pa3rment of the second sum of three thousand 
dollars within one year after the termination of the second 
year of the tenancy, such sum to be paid in equal quarterly 
instalments, beginning on the 30th of June, and to pay 6 per 
c^nt. per annum on the balances from time to time due upon 
the said purchase money, such interest to be payable quarterly ; 
to insure and keep insured the said furniture for the sum 
from time to time due and unpaid to the grantors upon the 
said purchase price, such insurance to be payable in the event 
of loss to the parties of the second part to the extent of the 
sum which may be due them at the time of the said loss. To 
pay all premiums of insurance, taxes and water rates upon 
the same, and to deposit the policies with the parties of the 
second part. 

" In the event of the said party of the first part failing to 
pay or satisfy the premiums on such policies on the days they 
respectively become due, or upon her failing to make the pay- 
ments particularly set out in this agreement, the lease of the 
realty shall be forfeited without further notice, the said lease 
to contain a clause to that effect. Also, slie shall forfeit all 
claim to the personalty, and the parties of the second part 
shall be at liberty, and such right and liberty shall be given 
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them in the chattel mortgage to enter into possession of said 1902 
personalty, and to possess or s^ell the same, all payments made ' 

being forfeited. And the guarantee for the $3,000 to remain v. 

. Black kt al. 
ni forco. 

Srdoiwick, J. 

** In the event of a non-payment of rental for twenty-(me 

days after the same is due, the parties of the second part shall 

luave the right to enter under the chattel mortgage, and all 

pievious payments on account of the same shall be forfeited. 

" 0. The following articles are not to be considered or in- 
cluded as appliances or equipments : All furnaces and fittings, 
radiators, and all steam fittings, electric fittings, gasoliers, 
globes, all gas fittings, mantles, fancy glass doors and win- 
dows, telephone office annunciators, counters, shutters, and all 
present fixtures. 

" Should the tenancy be extended as mentioned in para- 
graph 1 hereof, then if the parties of the second part receive 
a bom't fide offer to buy the land and premises, the party of 
the first part shall buy the same on the same terms as those 
s.'> offered, or shall surrender the balance of said extended 
term. 



« 



In witness whereof, etc.'^ 

Chattel Mortgage. 



♦< N"*! 



Tins Ixi)exti:he, made the thirty-first day of March, in 
the year of our Lord one thousand eight hundred and ninety- 
six, between Mary I. Sheraton, of the city of Halifax, married 
woman, wife of Alfred B. Sheraton of the same place, of the 
first part, and Samuel M. Brookfield, William A. Bl-ack, Henry 
G. Bauld, C. Willoughby Anderson, and Donald Keith, all of 
Halifax, merchants, and John Dunn, executor of the last 
will and testament of Charles Annand, deceased, of the 
second part, hereinafter called the parties of the second part. 

" Witnesseth, that the said party of the first part, for and 
ill consideration of the sum of eleven thousand dollars of law- 
ful monev of Canada, to her in hand well and trulv paid bv 
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1902 the said parties of the second part, at or before the ensealing 

f^'^ and delivery of these presents, the receipt whereof is hereby 

V, acknowledged, has granted, bargained, sold, assigned, trans- 

^ * f erred and set over, and by these presents do grant, bargaiiij 

8BDGBwicK,.i.g^]|^ assign, transfer and set over unto the said parties of the 
second part and their executors, administrators and assigns, 
all and singular the furniture, hotel equipments, and per- ' 
sonal property of every kind and nature now contained and 
being in and upon that certain building and premises on the 
oast side of Hollis street, in the city of Halifax, known as the 
Queen Hotel, and in the building on the west side of said 
btrcH^t, known as the Queen Hotel Annex, consisting of parlor, 
bedroom and office furniture, chairs, tables, pictures, carpets, 
crockery and glassware, kitchen furniture, furnishings and 
uiensils, and generally all and singular such furniture, per- 
sonal property and effects as are now in and upon the said 
premises respectively, or which may hereafter be brought in 
or thereupon to replenish the same or in lieu or substitution 
therefor. 

" Provided, however, that this security shall not apply to 
the goods, chattels, furniture and personal property now 
situate in the Queen Hotel Annex, and of which a sche- 
dule is hereto annexed, and marked with the letter "A,^' all 
of which, and the goods, chattels and effects brought into or 
upon the Queen Hotel Annex in lieu or in substitution there- 
for of the like kind, or to replenish the same, shall be excluded 
from the securitv: 

*' To have and to hold the same and every part thereof 
unto and to the use of the said parties of the second part, 
their executors, administrators and assigns, on breach of the 
covenants, provisoes and agreements hereinafter mentioned 
and expressed, or any or either of them. 

*" Provided always, and th(^e presents -are upon the express 
condition that if the said party of the first part, her executors, 
administrators or assigns, sliall well and truly pay or cause to 
be paid unto the said parties of the second part, their execu- 
tors, administrators and assigns, the said full sum of eleven 
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thousand dollars, with interest thereon, at and after the rate 1902 

of six per centum per annum in the manner following, then g ' 

these presents shall be void, otherwise to be and remain in v. 

« 11 . . . 1 19 1 Blaok bt al. 

luJl force, virtue and effect. — 

SlDOKWICK, J. 

** The party of the first part will give to the parties of the 
second part her promissory note for $3,000 at thirty days, 
and will pay the said note with interest in monthly instal- 
ments as follows: — 

"1896. On 

1st May $100 

Ist July 40C 

1st September 500 

Ist Xovember 250 

" 1897. On 

Ist January 200 

Ist March. 200 

1st June 150 

1st August 500 

Ist October 300 

Ist December 200 

"1898. On 

Ist February 200 

" The party of the first part will pay to the parties of the 
second part during the year which will elapse between the 
3l8t day of March A.D. 1897, and the 30th day of March, 
A.D. 1898, a further sum of $3,000 on acount of said pur- 
chase money at the same times and in the same amounts as in 
the year preceding, and the balance of $5,000 in and during 
the year which will elapse between the 30th day of March, 
A.D. 1898, and the 30th day of March, A.D. 1899, in lour 
equal quarterly payments, and will pay interest at six per 
centum per annum on the balances from time to time due 
upon the said purchase money, interest to be payable 
quarterly, 
c— 16 
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1902 "If any proceedings shall be taken to remove any of the 

' ' property hereby assigned without the consent of the parties 

V. of the second part, or if the party of the first part shall with- 

" out such consent assign or attempt to assign the same, or if 

3ki)okwiok, J. ^Y^Q same shall be at any time seized or taken in execution or 
attachment, or by any legal process by any creditor, in either 
of said cases, it shall be lawful for the said parties of the 
second part, their executors, administrators or assigns, to 
take immediate possession of and sell the said property as 
hereinbefore provided before the expiration of the period 
hereinbefore mentioned. 

" And the said party of the first part, for herself, her exe- 
cutors and administrators, hereby covenants, promises and 
agrees to, and with the said parties of the second part, their 
executors, administrators and assigns, that she, the said party 
of the first part, her executors or administrators, will pay, or 
cause to be paid to the said parties of the second part, their 
executors, administrators or assigns, the said sum of eleven 
thousand dollars and interest at the times and in the manner 
hereinbefore specified and provided. 

" And also will insure and keep insured against fire in such 
good and sufficient fire insurance office or offices as shall be 
appro\ed of by the said parties of the second part, their 
executor:^, administrators or assigns, on all the property here- 
by mortgaged and conveyed, in the sum from time to time due 
upon the said purchase money in the name and for the benefit 
of the said parties of the second part, their executors, adminis- 
tiators and assigns, and will deposit with the said parties of 
the s(?cond part all policies and receipts for renewal premiums 
of such insurance, and in default thereof, or if the said 
premiums of insurance shall not be paid or satisfied when due, 
or the rent reserved in the lease of the Queen Hotel of even 
date herewith, shall remain unpaid for the space of 21 days 
after the same are payable, or if the payments mentioned in 
tlie airreement of even date herewith are not made at the times 
therein specified, the party of the first part shall forfeit all 
claim to the pro[)erty herein conveyed, and the party of the 
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second part to enter into possession thereof, and all payments 1902 

made sh-all be forfeited. ' ' ' 

Stkphxn 

V. 

" In witness whereof, etc." Black bt al. 

SXDOKWIOK, J. 

Guarantee. 

" Memorandum op Agreement made this thirty-first day 
of March, A.D. 1896, between William Y. Kennedy, Andrew 
E. McManus, Alexander Stephen, John Peters and Harry L. 
Chipraan, all of the City of Halifax, Merchants, and Benjamin 
P. Pearson, of said City of Halifax, Barrister-at-law, of the 
first part, and Donald Keith, Samuel 'M. Brookfield, William 
M. Black, Henry 6. Bauld, and C. Willoughy Anderson, and 
Donald Keith, all of Halifax aforesaid, merchants, of the 
second part. 

" Whereas, the parties of the second part have this day sold 
and transferred to Mary I. Sheraton, of Halifax, married 
woman, all the personal property situated in the building 
on the east side of Hollis street, known as the ' Queen 
Hotel.' 

'* And whereas the parties, of the first part have agreed to 
guarantee to the parties of the second part the payment by 
the said IMary I. Sheraton to the parties of the second part 
of the sum of $3,000, part of the sum of $11,000, the purchase 
price of the said property, during the year which shall el-apse 
between the 30th day of March, A.D. 1897, and the 30th day 
of March, 1898, as and for a portion of the purchase money 
of the said property, in the manner following : — 

•'Xow these presents witness that each of the said parties 
of the first part, each for himself, his heirs, executors and ad- 

niinistrators, doth hereby guarantee the payment by the said 
Man' I. Sheraton to the said Donald Keith, Samuel M. Brook- 
field, William M. Black, Henry G. Bauld, C. Willoughby 
Anderson, of the sum of $500, to be paid by the said Mary 
I. Sheraton on or before the 30th day of March, 1898, as and 
^•>r a part of tlie purch-ase money for the said personal 
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1902 property, and failing such payment by said Mary I. Sheraton 

'^'"^ of the said $3,000, or any part thereof within the period men- 

V. tioned, each one of us, our heirs, executors and administrators. 

Black et al. ^y^ ^^^ one-sixth part of the sum so unpaid at said last men- 

Sbdgewick, J. tioned date. 

** This guarantee is to remain in force notwithstanding 
Mary I. Sheraton may have forfeited her right to the said 
personal property under the conditions of any agreement or 
mortgage entered into between the said Mary I. Sheraton and 
the parties of the second part. 

** In witness whereof, etc." 

Mrs. Sheraton, having been placed in occupation and 
possession of the hotel and furniture under the foregoing in- 
struments, about eight months afterwards, during the first 
year of the term, became in default, owing three months' in- 
terest on the furniture, the insurance thereon, and the city 
taxes thereon, and thereupon, on the 13th of January, 1897, 
the plaintiffs sent the following letter to the guarantors : — 

Deab Sirs, — We desire to notify you that Mary I. SheratOD has 

failed to perform and carry out the conditioDs of purchase contained 

in the a{?reement whereby we sold or agreed to sell the personalty of 

ours in connection with the " Queen Hotel.'* Under this agreement 

you are sureties for the sum of $3,000 unpaid purchase money, and 

we have to notify you that, on account of breach of conditions of 

agreement aud default made by the said Mary I. Sheraton, ttereundeTr 

we have taken and re-possessed ourselves of said personalty, and Mary 

I. Sheraton has forfeited her rights and payments made under said 

agreement. And we have to call upon you for the payment of said 

sum of $3,000. 

Yours truly, 
To 

Donald Kecth. 

William Y. Kennedy, Ac. Ac, Ac 

Ac, Ac, Ac. 

Th« plaintiffs had, in the meantime (the 13th of January, 
1897), resumed possession of the hotel with the furniture. 
They operated it until the 14th of April following, when they 
leased the hotel to another party, selling him the furniture for 
$(3,500. During the first year, Afrs. Sheraton had paid the 
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whole of the year's instalment, without interest, as the final 1902 
account shewed, but, according to the plaintiffs' contention, ' • ' 
there was still due from her to them at the time of the trial, Siwhkn 
$2,894.86, the money received from the re-sale being appro- Blaok^ rr al 
priated, first, in payment of the first instalment with interest ; Sedoewick, J. 
secondly, in payment of the third instalment; and lastly, in 
part payment of the second instalment, reducing the original 
alleged liability of $3,000 by the sum of $106.14. After three 
years, the original term of the lease «nd the period during 
vhich the furniture was to be wholly paid for, this action was 
brought upon the guarantee above set out, and resulted in a 
judgment for the plaintiffs which, upon appeal to the full 
court, was sustained. The defendant appealed. 

The questions arising upon this appeal are mainly these: 
First, — Under the facts stated, was Mary I. Sheraton liable 
to the plaintiffs for the whole purchase money, less what they 
received directly from her and from the re-sale of the goods ? 
Or was the original contract rescinded and her liability 
upon her personal covenant determined upon the exercise 
by the plaintiffs of their option of re-taking and re-sale? 
Secondly, — In the event of this question being determined 
in her favour, what effect had the extinguishment of her liar 
bility upon the defendant's liability, irrespective of any con- 
tract extending it? And, Thirdly, — ^Upon the proper inter- 
pretation of the special provision in the guarantee, relating to 
acts of forfeiture, is the surety still liable to the plaintiffs foi 
the extinguished debt of his principal? 

As to the first question, I am of opinion that upon the 
taking, probably, and certainly, upon the re-selling of the 
prc)})erty, the plaintiffs' right to sue upon the debtor's personal 
covenant was gone. Whether one regards the old doctrine of 
equity that a creditor cannot pursue his personal action on 
the covenant after foreclosure and sale (not judicial), because 
he, by his own act, has prevented the debtor, upon payment of 
his debt, from getting back his property — the possibility of 
redemption being gone, or the common law principle that the 
taking and selling of the property conditionally sold operates 
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1902 as a rescission of the eontraet, and the consequent destruction 

,' ' ' of the creditor's original right to sue upon it, the result is 

V. the same, there is a discharge of the debtor. 
Black kt al. h^.^. 

Sbuoiwiok,.; Idl Sawyer v. Pringle (1), in 1891, Mr. Justice Burton 

stated the law as follows : — 

When there Las been a sale, the authorities seem very clearly to 
establish that when there is no express reservation of a right to re- 
sell, such a sale by the vendor is a mere tortious act, for which the 
purchaser has his remedy, but it has no effect as a rescission of the 
contract. Where, however, there is such a reservation to re-sell on 
default, and the vendor exercises that right, it operates as a rescission 
of the original sale, and this rule applies whether the goods are from 
the first in the possession of the vendor or are re-taken from the pur- 
chaser after their delivery to him. * * * If the plaintiflEs desired 
to hold the defendant to his contract, they were bound to hold the 
machine for delivery to him on payment. 

That case is very instructive upon the issues here so far 
as the principal debtor's liability here is concerned. It will 
be noticed that the agreement between the plaintiffs and Mrs. 
Sheraton expressly gave to the former the right of resumption 
of possession and of re-sale, but it failed to make any provi- 
sion as to the consequences following therefrom. Modus ei 
conventio vincunt legem. And the contracting parties might 
have proceeded to vary or limit \he operation of ordinary 
legal principles. 

Sir John Hagarty, Chief Justice of Ontario, in the case 
just cited, indicates how the contract might be enlarged so 
as to preserve the debtor's liability. He says : — 

Where the contract contains this term as to resuming possession, 
we generally find this followed by a power given to the vendors to 
sell the chattel either with or without notice, and to credit the pro- 
posed purchaser with the proceeds realized from the sale, leaving him 
expressly liable for any difference between that and the contract 
price. In such a case the contract would undoubtedly not be 
rescinded. 

In the present case, the plaintiffs have signally failed to 
make such a stipulation or thus expressly to preserve the right 
of action. 

(1) 18 Ont. App. R. 218. 
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In Arnold v. Playter (1), in 1892, which differed from 1902 
Sawyer v. Pringle (2), in this, that before re-sale, the owners ^' 
of the property had obtained judgment against the defend- v. 

ants, the Ohancellor (now) Sir John Boyd, followed the deci- ^^fj^ ^^* 
sion in. that case. He says: — Sbdoewick,J» 

Provision is made in the contract for resuming possession in case 
of default of payment (or otherwise), and for selling the machinery. 
Bat it does not go fuither and provide that the purchase money is to 
be applied pro tanto on what is due, and that the purchasers are to 
remain liable for the difference. That, as I read Sawyer v. Pringle 
(2), is an essential provision, without which no action for any part 
of the price can be maintained, if the vendors have taken possession 
of and re-sold the machinery, 

and he held that, under the circumstances, the debtor could 
go behind the judgment, and that the transaction of sale sub- 
sequent to the judgment shewed that the consideration for the 
judgment had disappeared by the intentional act of the ven- 
dors, by reason whereof the original liability was extinguished. 

The case of Heivison v. Ricketts (3), in 1894, is a case of 
an extraordinary likeness to this. The plaintiffs, by an in- 
strument in writing, had let to one Guerin, certain chattels. 
£125 were paid in advance. The balance, £243, was to be paid 
by monthly instalments. There was a power to seize in case 
of default. If all instalments were met the chattels were to 
Wong to Guerin. Default was made, and the plaintiffs seized* 
The defendant, in consideration of the return of the chattels 
to Guerin, guaranteed the remaining instalments. Further 
default was made ^s to two instalments. The plaintiffs again 
seized, and afterwards sued the defendant for the amount of 
the two instalments. Upon appeal from the County Court, 
Charles, J., said : — 

Now, in the first place, it must be con.<idered whether, having 
seized the goods, they could have sued Guerin for these instalments 
in arrear. Clearly, they could not. Guerin cannot get his £125 back, 
because of the express provision of the agreement, that the owners 
are to keep it co4te qui co-Cite, otherwise he might have got it back, 
M a total failure of considenation. Can it be said that, under tlie 

(1) 22 O. R. 608. (2) 18 Ont. App. R. 218. 

(3) 63 L. J. Q. B. 711. 
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1902 terms of this guarantee, the defendant is liable? I think not 1 

^^f^ cannot adopt Mr. Taylor^s view of the contract. Seizure bj the 

Stephen plaintiff extinguished liability so far as Guerin was concerned with 

Black et al '^^^''^ to these two instalments and, in my opinion, relieves the surety. 

Sedoewiok, J. ^bo practical result of holding otherwise would be that vendors, 
or, as they term themselves, owners, in cases of this kind, on default 
being made, might seize the property and keep it — keeping at the 
same time the £125 and all instalments paid, and thus get paid twice. 
Upon the true construction of the agreement, the general right to sue 
Ouerin having been put an end to by the seizure, the right to sue 
the defendant falls to the ground. 

And Collins, J., is equally emphatic : — 

Here, after the guarantee had been given the plaintiffs had two 
rights. They could, under their original agreement, resume possession 
or they could sue the surety, the present defendant, on bis guaranteb. 
By resuming possession they would determine the agreement. This 
they did and, by doing so, lost the right they bad to sue Querin. 
Consequently, any proceedings taken by them against the defendant 
to enforce the guarantee against him as surety must fail. The 
agreement does not give the plaintiffs, who are the vendors, the right 
to resume iwssession of the goods and at the same time recover un- 
paid instalments from the defendant, the surety, upon hifi guarantee. 

The case of Taylor v. The Bank of ^yw Sauth Wales (1), 
in 188(), may be shortly referred to. There the mortgagors in 
possession before default, but with the knowledge and without 
the disapproval of the bank, had sold certain sheep, the in- 
crease or portion of a much larger herd. This was done be- 
cause the right of management of the stock was, by the terras 
of the instrument, in him, and the sale was made in the in- 
terests of good husbandry, and because he " thought it best 
in due management." The guarantors of the debt claimed a 
discharge, either in whole or pro tanto, but the Judicial Com- 
mittee held otherwise, upon the ground that this subordinate 
right of sale by the manager was within the contemplation of 
the parties as evidenced by the instruments themselves, and 
that there was, therefore, no discharge. Just as, in the pre- 
sent case, where the documents disclose a right on the part 
of the mortgagor to substitute new furniture for old, the de- 
fendant would not have been discharged had the debtor, even 

(1) 11 App. Cas. 596. 



SUPREME COURT CASES. 283 

with the consent of the plaintiffs, exercised that right in the 1902 
interests of good management. I do not think that the law, y^PHiN 

as determined in the eases cited, is in any way affected by that , v. 

• Blaok w al. 

decision. 

Sedgkwiok, J. 

Reference may also be made to Mr. Benjamin's work on 
Sales (4th ed.), p. 803, where a summ-an^ of the law on this 
siiSjec-t is stated, and to Campbell on Sales (2 ed.), p. 452. 

I think, therefore, I have demonstrated that, under the cir- 
cumstances of the present case, the plaintiff's right of action 
against Mrs. Sheraton upon her personal covenants was 
wholly gone, the debt being extinguished by the voluntary act 
of the plaintiffs, not by contract, but by operation of law. 

The second question may be summarily disposed of. It is 
elementary and fundamental law, taken for grants by all the 
learned judges whose opinions I have already referred to, 
that, in ordinary cases, and in the absence of a special con- 
tract to the contrary, the discharge of the principal debtor, 
whether by payment of the primary debt, or by its extinguish- 
ment, in other ways, or by the rescission of the original eon- 
tract, discharges the surety, the destruction of the principal 
debt necessary involving the destruction of the secondary or 
subordinate one. Once remove the foundation and the 
stnicture based upon it falls. Prima facie, therefore, in the 
present case, Mrs. Sheraton having been released from her 
liability, the defendant's liability is gone with it. 

The third question, therefore, has to be answered. Is 
the instrument of guarantee alive though the debt guar- 
anteed is dead? Does the tree still bear fruit though up- 
rooted and gone? 

The right answer wholly depends upon the proper con- 
struction to be given to the special clause of the guarantee: — 

This guarantee ia to remain in force notwithstanding Mary I. 
Slieraton may hAve forfeited her right to the said personal property 
under the conditions of any agreement or mortgage entered into be- 
tween the said Mary I. Sheraton and the parties of the second part. 
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1902 If the principal debt has been discharged, it is solely by 

' ' ' virtue of this provision (reading into it, of course, those 

V. parts of the documents specified, as are in it by reference), 

' that the plaintiffs can succeed. Clause 4 of the agreement 

Skdobwick.J niust be particularly considered, as that agreement is the 
original contract of sale, the lease, chattel mortgage and 
guarantee being given in pursuance of it. It provides that 
Mrs. Sheraton shall during the second year of the lease pay 
$3,000 on the price of the furniture, and will give the guar- 
antee of the person named for its payment at the dates and 
in the amounts agreed upon in reference to the first instal- 
ment. 

The agreement and chattel mortgage, taken together, 
provided that the following acts or omissions on the part of 
Mrs. Sheraton shall work a forfeiture: — 

(1) Failure to pay premiums of insurance; 

(2) Failure to make payment of the stipulated price at 
the times stated; 

(3) Removal of the property without consent; 

(4) Assignment or attempted assignment; and 

(5) Seizure under legal process; 

and that upon the happening of any of these events, the 
lease of the liotel sliould be forfeited; 

and 

she sbaU forfeit all clnims to the personalty, and the parties of the 
sei'ond part shall be at liberty, and such right and lib?rty shall be 
given them on the chattel mortgage, to enter into possession of said 
personalty, nnd to pnsse*;s or sell the same, all payments made being 
frirfHited, omJ the fjuarantee for the $S,000 to remain in force. 

■ 

(1 assume, in the plaintiffs' favour, that thi<; last word 
'* and '^ is equivalent to " notwithstanding which," or 
" nevertheless.*^) 

Turn now to the guarantee actually given, and it will be 
found that it differs in most important points from the guar- 
antee agreed to be given. The agreement contemplated a 
jcMiit ojiiarantee of tlio six named parties for the payment of 
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$3,000. The guarantee given was a several liability for $500 1902 

only. The agreement specified the manner as to time and ^J""^^ ' 

amounts in which the $3,000 were to be paid ; the guarantee v. 

varied this by allowing Mrs. Sheraton to pay at any time ^^^ "^ ^^ 



before the end of the year. But, most important of all, tho S^^^^'^"^* J- 

agreement provided that the guarantee was to remain in force 

notwithstanding, in the event of default, that the plaintiffs 

should be at liberty to enter into a possession of the goods and 

to possess and sell the same, all payments made being for- • 

felted. The guarantee is absolutely silent as to this proviso 

of re^possession and re-sale, including their resulting legal 

consequences, but referring to an act of default on Mrs. 

Sheraton's part only which might effect a forfeiture upon 

which the plaintiffs ^might or might not elect to act upon or 

fully enforce. 

Now, we must bear in mind that this guarantee was not 
intended to be and is not an obligation guaranteeing Mrs. 
Sheraton's obligations under the agreement, as a whole, but 
only a particular and partial one. The guarantors are par- 
ties to it in so far only as they have by their contract agreed 
t ) be bound by it, so that there is to be read into it or with it, 
not the whole agreement and chattel mortgage, but only those 
conditions which indicate the default on her part that forfeits 
her right to the property. The guarantors are bound by their 
promise to the plaintiffs as contained in their contract, 
whether in express t^rms or by reference or necessary impli- 
cation, but they are not bound by her promise to the plain- 
tiffs. So that the provisions of the agreement relating to the 
rights of the plaintiffs, after forfeiture has taken place, do 
not bind or affect them, no matter whether they knew or did 
Dot know of tliem. If relevant, they may, of course, be read 
as admissions or in aid of construction, but not as extending 
or in any way changing the obligation created by the guar- 
antee itself. I say all this because it has been suggested that 
the guarantors are bound because, in the agreement, Mrs. 
Sheraton has stipulated that the guarantee was to remain in 
force notwithstanding the re-taking and re-sale of the goods, 
and the forfeiture of the purchase money paid. But that is 
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1902 not in the guarantee itself. They did not guarantee that the 

u^JT^ guarantee they gave should continue a guarantee or be con- 

V. verted into a primary debt in the event of the plaintiffs' re- 

— ' sumption of possession, or tlieir re-sale of the goods, or their 

Sbdorwick, J. forfeiture of all moneys previously paid by Mrs. Sheraton. 

Besides that is not the obligation sued on. 

How, then, are these particular words in the guarantee to 
be construed? 

In the first place, I am of opinion that, giving them their 
natural and proper meaning, they are simply a statement of 
what the law is, nothing more, nothing less. Except for the 
action taken by the plaintiffs, upon the default of Mrs. 
Sheraton, the guarun . e would still remain in force. Had 

they porinitted her to remain in possession until the second 
year of the lease had expired, the principal debt subsisting, 

the guarantee would continue to subsist. In a certain 
sense the law imposed no duty upon the plaintiffs to 
act immediately when a forfeiture accrued. They might have 
remained passive, thus keeping their security alive. The con- 
tention here is, however, tliat the sureties are relieved be- 
cause of the subsequent positive acts of the plaintiffs, not 
tortious acts, but acts authorized by the agreement, but un- 
authorized by them ; that the position is the same as if there 
had been a change in the agreement without the guarantors' 
consent, or the plaintiffs had given time to the debtor (not 
reserving their rights against the sureties), or had been paid 
the debt secured, or had rescinded the agreement altogether. 
And in this I agree. 

Sccondlv, it is admitted that the words state the actual 
law, but it is urged that they must have some additional 
meaning because they are there, and they would not be 
there except to give expression and effect to that addi- 
tional moaning. We must, in the interpretation of a written 
instrument, assume that every word and clause in it have a 
meaning, and we must give it such meaning as its language 
will permit, but, having so ascertained its meaning, we are 
not obliged to give it a further or additional meaning simply 
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because we find it to be nothing more than the statement of a 1902 
legal principle, or an exposition of the legal consequences /"""" 
of some other provision in the instrument itself. Strike out v 

the clause we are discussing and insert in its place a chapter — 
of DeColyar on Guarantees. Would that alter the construe* Sedokwiok, J. 
tion of the guarantee ? It is no use to talk of the intention 
of the parties. To be available that contention must be an 
expressed intention. And where here is that expression? 
Why then was it inserted? I do not know, but, were I per- 
mitted to conjecture or guess, I might suppose that the plain- 
tiffs were under some sort of idea that, in the interest of the 
sureties, they would be bound to enforce a forfeiture when 
once incurred. 

It is a rule that the surety will be discharged if the 
creditor omit to do anything which he is bound to do for the 
protection of the surety. 

See Waits v. Shutthworth (1), where it was laid down 
that, upon a contract of suretyship, if the person guaranteed 
does any act injurious to the surety or inconsistent with his 
rights, or if he omits to do any act which his duty enjoins him 
to do, and the omission proves injurious to the surety, the 
latter will be discharged. And it may have been to get rid of 
that obligation that the clause was inserted. 

Or, I might hazard the suggestion of another possibility. 
The original agreement contemplated and provided for the de- 
livery of a guarantee of a specified character. Clause 4, already 
fully referred to (p. 222), shews its character. Upon the draft 
being prepared and submitted to the proposed guarantors, it 
was in the exact shape agreed upon by the plaintiffs and Mrs. 
Sheraton, and, the guarantors being advised that in its then 
form it must impose upon them the onerous burdens in the 
present action claimed, struck out the offensive words and 
delivered it as it is. 

Thirdly, I am of opinion that^ whatever the meaning of 
the guarantee is, it is not what the paintiffs claim, and this 

(1) 7 H. & N. 353 ; 5 H. & N. 235. 
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1902 for several reasons. The respondents contend that the clause 

""^"■^ in question must be construed as if the following or similar 
Stephkn 

V. words taken from the 4th clause of the agreement had been 

Blaokjet al. ^^j^j ._« ^^^^ notwithstanding that tlie parties of the second 
Sedobwiok, J. par^ may have exercised their right and liberty to take posses- 
sion of the said personal property, and have re-sold the same, 
and have forfeited all payments at any time theretofore made 
to them by the said Mary I. Sheraton/' And Mr. Justice 
Meagher, in his judgment, adopts, this view. He says: — 

I am unable to read the guarantee as being other than an absolute 
one to the effect that the defendant became bound to pay the plaintiffs 
the sum guaranteed in any event short of actual payment by Mrs. 
Sheraton ; and, particularly, that it was to continue in force against 
him, even if Mrs. Sheraton, through her own act or default, or 
through the exercise of any right, or the performance of any act by 
» plaintiffs which they were authorized to do or perform under the 

special conditions of any of the documents evidencing the transaction 
between them and her, or under any right or power which the law 
applicable to such instruments gave them, forfeited her right to re- 
deem the goods and the payments she had made as well. 

Now, under the terms of the agreement, if default had 
occurred in the first week of the tenancy, the plaintiffs would 
have the right of taking and selling. If they exercised that 
right, as between them and Mrs. Sheraton, the contract, as I 
have shewn, would be deemed to be rescinded and she dis- 
charged, no provision having been made in the event of a sale 
at a sum less than $11,000 for her continuing liability. In 
that event, in the absence of a special agreement by the guar- 
antors to the contrary, they too would be discharged. If we 
add ix> the guarantee the words I have indicated then, while 
she is discharged, they are not. Again, under the agreement, 
upon default being made, say on the last day before the 
$3,000 guarantee had become due, but after she had paid 
$2,999, the effect of such default would be that, although only 
one dollar remained due, all the money paid would become 
forfeited — treated as if no payment had been made at all — and 
tlie whole $3,000 would become due. If, however, we change 
the guarantee as supposed, and the power of sale, in that 
event, were exercised, while the debtor is discharged the guar- 
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antors remain liable for the whole $3,000, the plaintiffs 1902 

being paid twice. , • J, ' ' 

Stiphkn 

V. 

I cannot believe that the guarantors entered into any such Black w al. 
compact, or that the guarantee is capable of being so read, skdoewick. J. 
There is not a word in it referring to any power vested in the* 
plaintiffs, or to their right of re-taking or re-sale, or to the con- 
sequences that were to follow upon the exercise of their rights. 

But what I think demonstrale^5 that the words suggested 
are not to be read into the guarantee, is that, while thev are 
in the agreement, tliey have ])een left out of the guarantee. 
Why left out? If the obligations of the debtor were to be 
stated in the agreement it was equally, if not more, impor- 
tant that those of the proposed guarantors should be stated 
in the guarantee. You need not resort to implication to 
interpret the major obligation in terms of the proposed 
minor obligation as set out in detail there. 

But they have been expresely left out of the minor obliga- 
tion. Can we by implication put them in? Can any one 
imagine a stronger case to which the maxim " expressio 
unius " may be applied ? There is a conflict between the 
agreement and the guarantee; which governs? The question 
answers itself. The respondents' argument here is substan- 
tially the same as that addressed to the courts to fix liability 
upon the debtor in the eases cited, shewing there was no such 
liabilitv. In most of those cases it is evident that the 
draughtsman, unread in law and ignorant of the mysteries of 
redemption and rescission, intended to keep the personal lia- 
bility alive. But his good intentions were of no avail, either 
in England, the United States or in Canada. The " essential 
provision " — a definite expression of that intention — was 
absent. 

As this, I think, ends the case, it is not necessary to enter 
upon the question of appropriation of payments. I express 
I'O opinion as to whether or not the $3,000 in question should 
be deemed to have been paid by the $(5,500 realized from the 
s;.le of the goods. 
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1902 Xeither do I express the opinion that the sureties would 

j^JI^^^ be liable, even if the special clause of the guarantee were to 
V. bo read as claimed. I have assumed that. But the phrase 

— * " this guarantee is to remain in force/' it may be argued, may 
StDQHwicK, J. Yiq;yq to be interpreted — " this guarantee, so long as it is a 
guarantee, etc,/' and the words " remain in force/' may not be 
equivalent to an unambiguous expression of personal and 
primary liability, where the guaranteed deed is done. The 
point was not taken, and is, therefore, in all probability un- 
tenable. 

The appeal should be allowed with costs and judgment 
entered for the defendant with costs, including his costs of 
appeal in the court below. 



Since the foregoing was written a re-argument became 
necessary owing to the death of our late lamented brotlier 
C Wynne. My brother Davies has allowed me to peruse his 
opinion, and would have agreed with me in the opinion I have 
expressed had he not thought that the transaction in question 
was more in the nature of a mortgage transaction than a con- 
ditional sale. 

Had the transaction been in essence a mortgage of Mr:?. 
Sheraton's goods for the pur])Ose of raising money, I 
agree that different principles of law would apply. But 
inasmuch as no absolute property ever passed from the 
plaintiffs to her, she never having at any time an absolute 
interest in the goods, nor able to give a title to them, except 
subject to the terms of the instrument of sale, the law govern- 
ing the transaction must be that relating to conditional sales, 
not that relating to mortgages. 

It also becomes necessary that I should now deal with tlie 
question of appropriation of payments. It is, of course, 
elementary that if a debtor makes no appropriation of a pay- 
ment made by him, the creditor can appropriate it, as a 
general rule, to such debts as he thinks fit. But, in my view, 
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this is not a case in which the creditor has a right to that 1902 
privilege. In Broom's Legal Maxims (7 ed.), at page 619, it ,^ ' ' 

is stated : v. 

Black kt al. 
A creditor, bowever, has no right to appropriate a payment to a 

debt which arises after, or the amount of which is not ascertained Sedgewick, J. 
until after the time of the payment ; and it has been laid down gener- 
ally that '* there must be two debts : the doctrine never has been 
held to authorize a creditor, receiving money on account, to apply it 
towards satisfaction of what does not, nor ever did, constitute any 
legal or equitable demand against the party making the payments." 
The law will not appropriate a payment to a demand which it 
prohibits as illegal. Moreover the creditor's right of appropriation 
does not extend to all moneys of the debtor which come to the credi- 
tor's hands; if he receive money to his debtor's use without the 
debtor's knowledge, he cannot at once appropriate it to a statute- 
barred debt; the debtor must be given an opporunity of electing how 
the money should be applied. 

The learned Chief Justice of this Court in Cooper v. 
Molsotis Bank (1), states as follows, at page 623: — 

Another rulei which at first sight would seem to furnish an argu- 
ment for the respondents here, was that the creditor is not bound to 
accept a partial payment ; it is his right to say to the debtor, ** I will 
Qot be paid in driblets ; pay me in full and redeem my security or leave 
me to do the best I can with it." 

To apply these principles to the present case, I quite agree that so 
long and so far as the collateral notes remained unpaid in the respon- 
dents' hands there was no obligation to give any credit in respect of 
them, «uid the bank was entitled to sue* for and recover judgments for 
the full amount of the direct notes constituting the principal debt due 
to them by the appellants. So soon, however, as money came into 
their hands by the payment of the collaterals, which they were bound 
to use due diligence in enforcing payment of, they were in the posi- 
tion of a creditor who had agreed to receive, and who had received a 
partial payment, and were bound to appropriate those moneys in the 
payment, in the first place of interest, land then to the reduction pro 
lanio of so much of the principal debt as had fallen due. 

The American law on the subject is stated in Hunger on 
the Application of Payments, p. 48, as follows: — 

The claims upon which the creditor makes application must at the 
1 1 mo be due and payable. 

(1) 26 Can. S. C. R. 611. 
a— 16 
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1902 ^® oannot apply it to a debt not then payable and demandable, 

« — r-*^ if there be another debt then due; nor partly on debts then due aod 

STKPHm partly on debts not then due; nor retain it in his hands to apply 

Blaok^'ct al "^° * future indebtedness, leaving a prior demand unpaid ; nor. 

where he has an existing claim against the debtor, apply the pay- 

SiDQBWiOK, J. ]Qent to extinguish his contingent liability on a note which he has 
indorsed for him. 

These extracts and authorities convince me that it was the 
duty of the plaintiffs upon the second instalment becoming 
due to appropriate, out of the $6,500 then in their hands, 
$3,000 to the payment of the second instalment and thereby 
absolve Mrs. Sheraton, and her sureties as well, from their 
liability to that extent, and that too whether the transaction 
is to be regarded as a conditional sale or a mortgage. In such 
circumstances it is the law which makes the appropriation. 
The receipt by the plaintiffs of the money was a cancellation 
of the debt pro tanto as soon as they received it, and it was 
beyond their power to devote it to the payment of any debt 
then unmatured. 

I am still of opinion that the appeal should be allowed. 

GiROUARD, J. — I am also to dismiss the appeal. I agree 
with the courts below that the guarantee is still in force. It 
contains a clause which was intended to provide for this very 

case, and, without expressing any opinion on the other legal 
questions raised by the appellant, I have come to the conclu- 
sion that the appellant is liable under that clause, which is as 
clear as short : — 

The guarantee is to remain in force notwithstanding Mary I. 
Sheraton may have forfeited her right to the said personal property 
under the conditions of any agreement or mortgage entered into be- 
tween the said Mary I. Sheraton and the parties of the second part. 

Davies, J. — On the 31st March, 1896, the appellant gave 
to the respondents a guarantee for the payment to them by 
xVIary 1. Sheraton on or before the 30th March, 1898, of the 
sum of $3,000. The recitals and body of the guarantee read 
as follows (sec page 227, ante). 



The guarantee was part of a transaction entered into at 
the time for the leai?c of the "Queen Hotel," Halifax, bv the 
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respondents to the said Mary Sheraton and for the sale to her 1902 
of the fnmiture of that hotel. This furniture was sold to her ^^ 
for the sum of $11^000, payable in instalments extending over v, 
a period of three years, $3,000 to be paid during the first year, ^^°^J^ ^^ 
$3,000 during the second year, and the balance $5,000 at the I>avw. J 
expiration of the third year. The guarantee in question was 
given to secure the payment of the $3,000 payable in the 
second year. An agreement was at the same time entered 
into between the respondents and Mary Sheraton, which re- 
cited the facts, and provided for the granting of the lease of 
the hotel to Mrs. Sheraton, and embodied the terms of the 
sale of the personalty to her. This agreement specially pro- 
vided for the giving of a chattel mortgage to the respondents, 
of the personal property sold by them to Mrs. Sheraton, and 
ether property of hers, to secure the payment of the purchase 
money, and also for the giving of the guarantee which I have 
above set out, further securing the payment of the second 
year's instalment of that purchase money. It also contained 
the following clause, which is important. 

(Here the second paragraph of clause 4 of the agreement 
is cited, see page 222, ante,) 

The lease and the chattel mortgage were both executed 
simultaneously with the agreement. In fact, all of the docu- 
ments, lease, agreement, chattel mortgage and guarantee, 
really formed part of one transaction and were executed on 
the same day. The guarantee refers expressly to the agree- 
ment and the chattel mortgage, and the agreement refers ex- 
pressly to the lease, the chattel mortgage and the guarantee. 
To determine the true nature of the transaction they must all 
^K? read together. 

The chattel mortgage was in the usual form and con- 
tained the customary proviso for redemption on payment of 
the $11,000 and interest secured thereby. It set out the 
dates when the various instalments were to be paid, and 
contained the usual covenant from Mary Sheraton to pay the 
$JlyOOO at the several times specified. It also provided that, 
if the premiums of insurance or the rents reserved in the 
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1902 lease, or the payments mentioned in the agreement, were not 

^,"""'~" made at the times specified, Mary Sheraton should forfeit all 
Stephen i 

V. claim to the property therein mortgaged, a^d the respondents, 

the mortgagees, might enter into possession thereof, and that 

Davies, J. all payments made should be forfeited. Although the con- 
temporaneous agreement executed by the parties provided ex- 
pressly that, in any case where the mortgagees properly en- 
tered into possession of the personal property, upon default 
made by Mary Sheraton, they should have power to sell, and 
also provided that this right and liberty should be given them 
in the chattel mortgage, it was, a* a fact, not so given. The 
right and power to sell after re-taking possession were given 
expressly in the agreement only, but, as the right is given 
there in clear and unmistakable terms, its omission in the 
chattel mortgage is not, to my mind, material. 

In January, 1897, Mar}' Sheraton, after making a num- 
ber of payments under the agreement and chattel mortgage, 
made default, whereupon respondents, the mortgagees, entered 
into and took possession of the personal property mortgaged 
to them, and subsequently, under the power of sale contained 
in the agreement, sold the same to the best advantage, the 
proceeds not being sufficient to pay the balance of the $11,000 
purchase money and interest. After the expiration of the 
time for the payment of the last instalment of the purchase 
money of the furniture, the respondents applied the proceeds 
of the sale towards payment of the instalments of the purchase 
money for which they had no other security than Mary 
Sheraton's covenant and the chattel mortgage, and then 
brought this action against the appellant for his portion of 
the balance of the guaranteed $3,000. 

■ 

In appropriating, as they claimed the right to do, the pro- 
ceeds arising from the sale of the furniture to that ]>art of 
their debt which was otherwise unsecured, a small balance 
v/as left which the mortgagees credited to the instalment 
guaranteed. Xo claim was made by the respondents at any 
time that any payments made by Mary Sheraton were for- 
feited as provided in the agreement and chattel mortgage. 
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b^it, in the accounting between Mary Sheraton and the respon- 1902 
dents, mortgagees, full credit was properly given for all these sctphkn 

At the trial, before Mr. Justice Ritchie, that learned ^^^viw, J. 
judge gave judgment for the plaintiffs, the now respondents, 
for the full amount claimed, and his decision was, afterwards, 
aflSrmed by the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia, on the ground, 
mainly, that the clause in the guarantee was intended to 
protect, and did protect, the respondents from loss in case of 
a forfeiture and a sale following thereon, and that, notwith- 
standing such sale, the guarantee remained operative and 
binding. 

On the appeal to this court, two grounds only were sub- 
mitted by the appellant for reversing the judgment of the 
court below. First, that the forfeiture and subsequent sale of 
the furniture determined the agreement for the sale, and 
Mary Sheraton ceased to have any further liability thereon, 

and the debt guaranteed never became payable by her; and. 
Secondly, that the respondents, having sold the property, were 
bound to apply the proceeds in payment of the instalments as 
they fell due, in which case the amount guaranteed was paid, 
or that, in any event, the guarantors were entitled to share 
pro rata in the proceeds of the security. 

ft 

I am of opinion that neither contention is correct, and 
that the appeal should be dismissed. 

^luch confusion has, in my opinion, arisen from ignoring 
the true character of the transaction, and from attempting to 
apply principles of law to this case, which, however applicable 
to an ordinary case of the conditional sale of goods, where the 
vendor has reserved to himself a right to re-take in case of 
default in payment of purchase money, have no application to 

a transaction such as this, which is, beyond any doubt, a case 
ol a mortgage, and must be controlled and governed by the 
principles regulating the duties, rights and liabilities of par- 
ties standing in the relation of mortgagor and mortgagee to 
«ich other. 
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lj[)02 The case of Hewison v. Ricketts (1), was pressed upon 

^p^~^ ufl as an authority, but, in my opinion, it haa no application 
V. to such an action as this. That was a hire-and-purchase agree- 

Blaok w al. meni;^ where plaintiffs, in consideration partly of a sum paid 
DAvnBi, J. down, had let W. G. certain chattels. £125 were paid in ad- 
vance, and the balance was to be paid in monthly instalments. 
There was a power to seize in case of default. If all the in- 
stalments were met, the chattels were to belong to 6. Default 
was made, and the plaintiffs seized. The defendant, in con- 
sideration of the return of the chattels to G., guaranteed the 
remaining instalments. Plaintiffs again seized, and afterwards 
sued the defendant for the amount of the two unpaid instal- 
ments. The court there held that the plaintiffs, by resuming 
possession, had determined the SLgreeinent and extinguished lior 
hility 08 far as 0, was concerned, and, consequently, discharged 
the guarantors. But it was purely upon the character of that 
transaction and the construction of that particular agreement 
that this conclusion was reached. No relation of mortgagor 
and mortgagee existed between the parties. The principal 
debtor had no right to redeem, nor right, in case of sale of 
the property by the vendor, after possession resumed, to have 
an account taken and be credited with proceeds of sale. The 
vendors, there, had two rights; they could under their original 
agreement resume possession; or they could sue the surety 
on his guarantee. But, if they resumed possession, they 
determined the agreement, and there was no stipulation that, 
in such an event, the purchaser or his guarantor would remain 
liable. 

The practical result of holding otherwise (says Charles, J., at p. 
734), would be that vendors, or as they term themselves, owners, in 
cases of this kind, on default being made, might seize the property 
and keep it, keeping, at the same time, the £125 and all instalments 
paid, and thus getting paid twice. 

But, if there had been such a stipulation for a continuing 
liability, or if the relation of mortgagor and mortgagee, with 
its attendant rights and liabilities, had existed, the result 
would have been entirely different. 

(1) 63 L. J. Q. B. 711. 
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So, in the cases of Sawyer v. Pringle (1), and Arnold v. 1902 
Playter(2), which were executory contracts for sale of per- ^■**— ^ 
sonalty, the property remaining in the vendor, who stipulated «. 
for the right to re-take possession on default being made, and ^°!L " ^^ 
nothing being said as la re-sale, it was held that the exercise of Daviw, J. 
this right of re-taking possession put an end to the original 
agreement and that subsequent instalments of the original 
price were not recoverable afterwards. Mr. Justice Mac- 
lennan, who dissented in the former case, did so on the 
ground that the facts created the relationship of mortgagor 
and mortgagee, and that, in such case, the vendor, on default, 
was entitled forthwith to sell and sue for the balance, and Mr. 
Justice Burton, who concurred in the judgment of the 
court, agreed with Mr. Justice Maclennan that, if any such 
relationship could be established, such a result would legally 
follow. But he did not agree that, under the facts there 
proved, such a relationship existed. 

But, as I have already said, those cases can have no bear- 
ing upon the present case, where the relationship of mortgagor 
and mortgagee clearly existed. If the furniture seized and 
sold under the power of sale had realized a larger sum than 
was due the vendors, can' it be doubted that they would be liable 
to account for the surplus to Mary Sheraton ? If, after they 
had taken possession and before sale, she had tendered them the 
full amount they were entitled to, would she not have been 
entitled to redeem? I certainly think she would, and that 
the clause declaring the goods forfeited on default would 
not have been allowed to prevail, or construed by the court 
as taking away her right to redeem, all such clauses being 
inconsistent with the rights of mortgagor and mortgagee, and 
looked upon as so many devices to evade the well established 
rules of the court. 

The equitable doctrine on this point is perfectly clear, and 
lias been long established. It is that a mortgage creditor shall 
not be permitted to obtain, by or through any agreement made 
contemporaneously with the mortgage, any advantage by his 

tl) 18 Ont. App. R. 218. (2) 22 O. R. 608. 
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1902 security beyond his principal, interest and costs, and that, in 

' ' ' such cases, equity will let a man loose from his agreement, or 

V. even against his agreement, admit him to redeem a mortgage. 

LACKjBT AL. ^Yjj^^^ygj. j^jg gecurity may be, whether land, chattels, bond, 

Daviis, J. note or covenant, the moment it appears that it is a security, 

the party cannot recover any more in equity than his debt, 

interest and costs, unless, of course, under some subsequent 

arrangement made between the parties. As said by Kay, J., 

in James v. Kerr (1) : 

The rule is that a mortgagee shall not be allowed to stipulate for 
any collateral advantage beyond his principal and interest. 

And again : — 

It was a bold but necessary decision of equity that the debtor 
could not, even by the most solemn engagements entered into at the 
time of the loan, preclude himself from his right to redeem, for in 
every other instance, probably, the rule of law " modus et conrentio 
vincunt ** is allowed to prevail. 

See Coote on Mortgages (5 ed.), pp. 16-17; Croft v. 
Graham (2); Gossip v. Wright, per Kindesley, V.C, at pa^'o 
653 (3); and Lisle v. Reeve (4). 

Xow, in this case, the relation of mortgagor and mort- 
gagee being established, I ask — How did the re-taking of 
possession of the furniture operate to discharge the mortgagor, 
Mary Sheraton? She was clearly liable on her covenant to 
pay the money. The mortgagees had an undoubted right, on 
default, to re-take possession, and, under the power of sale 
contained in the agreement made contemporaneously with the 
mortgage, to sell the goods, and, if any balance of their money 
remained unpaid, to sue the mortgagor on her covenant for 
that l)alance. The case of Rudge v. Richens (5), is an ox- 
press authority, if any was needed for this proposition. 

In Kiimaird v. Trollope (6), Sterling, J., shews the 
general rule to be this: — that a mortgagee who, unauthorized 

(1) 40 Ch. D. 449. 460. (4) (1902) 1 Ch. 53. 

(2) 2 DeG. J. & S. 155. (5) L. R. 8 C. P. 358. 

(3) 32 L. J. Ch. 648. (6) 39 Ch. D. 636. 646. 
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hj the mortgagor, has deprived himself of the power to re- 1902 
convey the premises to the mortgagor, on payment of prin- stbphbn 
cipal and interest, will be restrained by a court of equity ^^^^'^ ^^^ 
from suing on a covenant. But it is not so if the mortgagor — 
lias auth-orized the sale, and, as the learned judge says, in the ' 

case now being cited : — 

The necessnry authority might be derived either, as in the case 
ot Rudge v. Richens (1), from the powers conferred by the mortgage 
deed, or from the direct concurrence of the mortgagor or otherwise. 

In the caae at bar, it is derived from the agreement exe- 
cuted concurrently with the mortgage. 

If then Mary Sheraton remained liable on her covenant, 
how are her sureties discharged ? Was anything done against 
the faith of the contract gu-aranteed? Was it not, I ask, with- 
in the contract contained in the agreement and chattel mort- 
gage and contemplated by the sureties, not only as expressed 
in their guarantee that they should remain liable in case of a 
forfeiture of the goods, but th-at, after seizure and sale as ex- 
pressed in the agreement, the guarantee should still remain 
in force and available to enable the mortgagees to recover any 
balance which the sale of the goods might leave unpaid? 

But it is said, to determine what the contract of the sure- 
ties was, vou must not look bevond the literal terms of their 
guarantee. I do not agree with this contention. I think you 
must look bevond tliem, and that the oruarantee can onlv be 
correctlv construed bv reference to the transaction to which 
it refers, and that transaction will be found correctlv de- 

« 

scribed in the agreement and mortgage. The guarantee, it- 
self, refers expressly to this very agreement and mortgiige, 
anrl fleclares: — 

This guarantee is to remain in force notwithstanding Mary I. 
Skeraton may have forfeited her right to the said personal property 
under the conditions of any agreement or mortgage entered into be- 
tween the said Mary I. Sheraton and the parties of the second part 
(respondents). 

The learned judges of the court below held that this 
clause, of itself, was quite sufficient, and was intended, by 
itself, to retain the liability of the guarantors, after the 

(1) L. R. 8 C. P. 358. 
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1902 forfeiture took place, notwithstanding the subsequent 

J^~*"^ entry and sale by the vendors. Whether that be so or not, I 

p. do not feel called upon to decide, because I am clearly of 

Black »t al. QpjjjJQjj ^]^^^ ^j^^ guarantee must be read in the light of the 

Daviis, J. agreement and mortgage to which it refers, and as that agree- 
ment and mortgage clearly contemplated the retention of the 
liability of the mortgagor, Mary Sheraton, for any unpaid 
balance of the amount secured, even after sale of the furni- 
ture, and expressly declared that in such latter case " the 
guarantee should still remain in force," the seizure and sale of 
the furniture in no wise operated as a discharge of the guar- 
antors. The re-taking of possession and the re-sale are not 
** things done against the faith of the contract," but in pur- 
suance of it. They were not " inequitable acts which inter- 
fered with the sureties' rights," but conditions expressly pro- 
vided for, and not only so, but the very clause in the agree- 
ment which gives the power, on default, to enter into posses- 
sion and sell the furniture, expressly goes on to provide that, 
in such case, '^tho guarantee for the $3,000 {sic) to remain 
in force." This does not, of course, mean that if the sale 
loalized enough to pay the whole amount due on the security 
of the mortgage, the guarantee should still remain in force, 
but only that it should be in force and capable of being 
enforced so as to realize any balance which the sale of the 
poods and the payments made by Mary Sheraton left due. 
XTndcr these circumstances, the transaction being in the nature 
of a mortgage, giving mortgagee power to seize and sell on 
default, there can be no doubt, under the authorities, of the 
liability of Mrs. Sheraton to be sued upon her covenant for 
the unpaid balance and, she being so liable, her sureties are 
also liable, there not having been anything inequitable done 
to discharge them or against the faith of the contract. 

As to the claim made by the appellant to have the moneys 
arising from the sale of the furniture applied in payment, 
whether in whole or in part of the $3,000 guaranteed, I do 
not think there is any ground for vsuch contention. 

In the first place, I think the words I have just quoted from 
the contract, of themselves, shew that the parties intended the 
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guarantee to remain in force, even after seizure and sale, as 1902 
to any balance, up to the $3,000, which might remain due. ' — * 
The only construction I can put upon those words is tha>t v. 



Black st al. 



which I think all parties deliberately contemplated, namely, 
that this guarantee should be an additional security to the Davim, J. 
vendors, the respondents, over and above the chattel mortgage 
and available to the respondents to the extent expressed, 
namely, $3,000, in case the proceeds of any sale under that 
mortgage, and the contemporaneous agreement, failed to 
realize for them, and the principal debtor failed to pay the 
price and interest for which they had agreed to sell the 
furniture. But, if I am wrong in the meaning I attribute to 
those words, I still think it clear, under the authorities, that 
the right of appropriating the proceeds of the sale, first, to 
the payment of the otherwise unsecured instalment of the 
debt payable in the third year lay with the mortgagees, and 
that upon the plain principle that they held the money as 
security to pay their full debt, or two different instalments of 
one debt, and they could appropriate the moneys to such debt 
or instalment as was to their greatest advantage. This right 
lay with the creditors. The proceeds of the sale remained 
with them until after all of their debt fell due. They were 
not bound, in dealing with the proceeds arising from the 
security held by them, to exercise their right until the last 
instalment fell due. They did then so exercise it, and applied 
the proceeds of the sale in payment, first, of the unsecured in- 
stalment. As a matter of fact, no claim was made by Mary 
Sheraton, the principal debtor, or by the sureties after the 
sale, to have the proceeds of the sale, or any part of them, 
applied towards payment of the instalment guaranteed, nor, 
as a matter of law, do I think they had the right, even if they 
attempted to exercise it. 

The right of a debtor to appropriate the payment made 
by him to a particular debt, or instalment of a debt, is 
a limited one and must be made at the time of pay- 
ment. The right of the creditor is more general and 
may, in the absence of express appropriation by the debtor 
at time of payment, be made at any time up to action 
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1902 brought. But I cannot see upon what principle the debtor 
„' ' ' or the guarantor, in the special circumstances of this case, 
V. had or should have any right of appropriation after the 

^^^— ^^* sale, none having been stipulated for in the contract, as re- 
Datiss, J. gards the proceeds realized from the sale. That furniture 
was held by the creditors as part of their security for payment 
of -all the instalments due them. In addition, they held tlie 
ether and further security of the appellant's guarantee for one 
of these instalments. Surely they had the right to apply the 
proceeds of their general security towards payment of such 
part of their debt or such instalment of their debt as would be 
to their greatest advantage — in other words — to pay off that 
otherwise unsecured instalment of their debt and look to the 
guarantors for the payment of the guaranteed instalment. No 
authority was referred to which denied them this right, nor 
was any equitable principle cited which gave the debtor or hei 
sureties -a right to have the proceeds of a security held for the 
entire debt applied, in the absence of a special stipulation to 
that effect, in whole or in part, towards payment of an instal- 
ment of that debt which they had specially guaranteed. The 
rights of the sureties, in this regard, are not greater than 
those of the primary debtor. If a direct payment had been 
made by the debtor, her right to appropriate it at the time of 
payment to any overdue instalment could not be questioned. 
But if silie failed to make her appropriation then she could 
not do so afterwards, the right then being with the creditor. 

As, in this case, the contract did not provide for any right 
on the part of the debtor to make an appropriation of the pro- 
ceeds of the sale after seizure and sale of the goods, so there 
.could be no such right in the debtor's sureties. But the 
absence of this right on the part of the debtor did not take 
away, as was contended at the bar, the legal right of the 
creditor to appropriate. The appropriation which the law 
makes is only made in the absence of an appropriation by both 
debtor and creditor. Here the creditor had made an appro- 
priation, and the rule appealed to has no application : De 
Colyar on Guarantees (3 ed.), 453. And see Ex parte 
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Mmen (1); City Discount Co, v. McLean (2); Wikox 1902 
V. Fairhaven Bank (3). J ' ' 

In reviewing the authorities in the case of The " Mecca ' blaok *rr al. 
(4), in the House of Lords, Lord Macnaughton says at j^^^^ j 
page 293:— 

There can be do doubt what the law of England is on this subject. 
When a debtor is making a imyment to his creditor he may appro- 
priate the money as he pleases, and the creditor must apply it accord- 
ingly. If the debtor does not make any appnopriation at the time 
when he makes the payment, the right of application devolves upon 
the creditor. In 1816, when Clayton* g Case (5) was decided, there 
seems to have been authority for saying that the creditor was bound 
to make his election at once, according to the rule of the civil law, 
or at any rate within a reasonable time, whatever that expression in 
such a connection may be taken to mean. But it has long been 
held, and is now quite settled, that the creditor has the right 
of election ** up to the very last moment," and he is not bound to de- 
clare his election in express terms. He may declare it by bringing 
an action or in any other way that makes his meaning and intention 
plain. Where the election is with the creditor it is always his inten- 
tion, expressed or implied or presumed, and not any rigid rule of law, 
that governs the application of the money. * * * So long as the 
election rests with the creditor and he has not determined his choice, 
there Is no room, as it seems to me, for the application of rules of 
law such as the rule of the civil law, reasonable as it is, that if the 
debts are equal, the payment received is to be attributed to the debt 
first contracted. 



Nor, a fortiori, is there any such room after the creditor^ 
as in this case, has made his election. 

The appeal should be dismissed with costs. 

Mills, J. (dissenting) — (His Lordship, in opening, re- 
ferred shortly to the terms of the guarantee, already quoted. 
See page 227.) 

The guarantee further provides that it shall remain in 
force notwithstanding Mary I. Sheraton may have forfeited 
her right to said personal property, under the conditions of 

(1) 3 DeG. M. & G. 218. (3) 7 Allen (Mass.) 270. 

(2) L. R. 9 C. P. 693. (4) (1897) A. C. 286. 

(5) 1 Mer. 585, 608. 
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1902 any agreement or mortgage, etc. A good deal of discteasion 

^^^^ has taken place with reference to this paragraph of the agre»- 

V. ment, but I do not understand it to be other than this — ^that. 



LAQKjR AL. ij^j^Q^gij jfj^ Shenitou may have forfeited her right to daim 
Mills, J. ^j^^ property under the said agreement, yet, if it is left with 
her, this guarantee will remain in force. But she was out of 
possession before the period within she and her sureties were 
to become liable for the second sum of $3,000 began to run. 
The guarantee was a part of an agreement to sell, which wu 
entered into at the time that the lease of the '' Queen Hotel '* 
was made by the respondents to Mary Sheraton, and the 
agreement to sell the personal property to use in the hotel 
was made upon this condition, that the property should Test 
in her as soon as the whole of the purchase money was paid. 

(The agreement with Mrs. Sheraton is here in part recited.) 

The lease, and the so-called chattel mortgage, were executed 
simultaneously with the agreement. The guarantee refers to 
the other instruments, and the agreement expressly refers to 
the lease, and the intention of the parties will be best under- 
stood by reading all these instruments together. The chattel 
mortgage contained a proviso for redemption on the payment 
of $11,000 and the interest thereby secured. It is diflBcult 
to understand what purpose this mortgage was intended to 
serve. Mary Sheraton did not own the property, nor would 
she become owner until the whole sum of $11,000 was paid. 
She had no present interest in the property, and no pros- 
pective interest, which the respondents could not forfeit, if 
she defaulted, and the making of the so-called chattel mort- 
gage did not, in any way, add to their security. It gives the 
dates at which the various instalments became due. It provides 
that the insurance, the rents reserved, and the payments men- 
tioned, if not made at the times specified, should cause Mrs. 
Sheraton to forfeit all her claim to the property, and that the 
respondents should be at liberty to enter into possession. 
The agreement expressly provides that, in uny case where the 
mortgagees enter into possession, upon default made by Mrs. 
Sheraton, they should have power to sell, and this power 
sliould be given them, or to speak more accurately, presented 
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to them in the chattel mortgage. The respondents were to 1902 
have the right and power to sell after re-taking possession. ^^Z''^ 
But the fact is, this power is not given in the mortgage, but is ^ «. 
given in the agreement ; and, in the absence of such power in ^^^!^ ^^ 
the mortgage, the respondents must derive such right to enter Mills, J 
intd possession and to confiscate all payments which had been 
made upon the furniture, and to enforce the guarantee for 
the payment of the i^econd $3,000 against the sureties, if it 
suryives^ from the agreement, and not from the mortgage. It 
is the agreement that discloses what Mary I. Sheraton's in- 
terest is or may become, and it shews that the respondents 
made to her a conditional sale of property, of which they gave 
her possession, but the title to which remained in them, and 
was to continue in them until the whole of the price agreed 
upon was paid. This being so, there was no present interest 
in Mrs. Sheraton that could be mortgaged ; the title was in 
the respondents; there was no interest that a mortgage could 
secure that they did not have, and more ; for a failure to pay 
led to the immediate possession as well as to the forfeiture of 
what h'ad been paid. 

In January, 1897, Mrs. Sheraton having made several pay- 
ments under the agreement, made default, whereupon the 
mortgagees entered into and took possession of the hotel and 
of the personal property, which she had conditionally pur- 
chased, and sold the same for $6,500, being $4,500 less than 
they had agieed to sell the same for to Mrs. Sheraton. The> 
appropriated the proceeds of this sale, not to that part of 
their debt whidi first became due, but to that portion of it 
Jjot otherwise secured, which was not at the time due, and the 
small sum in excess of the payment of the unsecured portion 
was applied by them to the payment of the second instalment, 
for which they now claim payment from the guarantors. In 
the trial court Mr. Justice Ritchie gave judgment for the 
plaintiffs, now respondents, and his decision was affirmed bji 
the judgment appe^iled from. 

The grounds of the present appeal are that the forfeiture 
and subsequent sale of the furniture by the respondents put 
an end to the conditional sale, that the res|)ondents, by taking 
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1902 back the property and confiscating the payments which Mrs. 

' ' ' Sheraton had made, exhausted their rights under the condi- 

^. tional sale, and, there being no debt now guaranteed, they can 

* have no valid claim against her sureties ; and, having sold the 

Mills, J. property, the respondents were bound to apply the payments 
to the instalments as they fell due, in which case the guar- 
anteed amount was paid, and, on this ground, also, the guar- 
antors were discharged from their obligation. (The letter 
addressed by the respondents to the sureties is here recited.) 
Here the respondents had reached the point where the ways 
part. They could leave Mrs. Sheraton in possession of the 
furniture and hold her guarantors to their guarantee, or they 
could give effect to the forfeiture and so put an end to the 
sale. They took the latter course, and so informed the sureties. 

This coinniunication was addressed to the sureties on 30th 
January, 1897, and the respondents went into possession, at 
that time, of the hotel and furniture. Mrs. Sheraton had paid 
tlie whole of the first year's instalments. We have now to 
consider, first, whether Mrs. Sheraton was liable to the respon- 
dents for the whole purchase money, less what they received 
directly from her, and what they received from re-sale of the 
goods; or, was the original conditional sale terminated by the 
rescission of the contract, and was her covenant to purchase 
determined by the re-taking of the property and the rescission 
of the sale which had been made to her? Assuming this 
question to be answered in the affirmative, has the rescission 
of the sale or agreement to sell put an end to the liability of 
the sureties? 

I think, under the law applicable to this case, the rescis- 
sion of the contract and the forfeiture of the payments which 
had been made put an end to the respondents' claims against 
Mrs. Sheratoii and against the guarantors. The right of the 
respondents to further payments was terminated by their own 
act; no right of redemption remaining in Mrs. Sheraton, 
no right to furtlier ])ayments could be claimed by the 
respondents. The original right of the respondents 
was terminated bv the action they took. This I think 
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fully recognized in the ca.se of Hewition v. Rirl-etts (1), 1902 
ip the judgments of Charles, J., and Collins, J. The ^ ' ' 
same doctrine is fully recognized in Sawyer v. Pringle v. 

(2), by Hagarty C.J., and Burton, J. Blao^t al. 

Mills, J. 
His Lordship also referred to Mersey Steel & Iron Co. v. 
Naylovy Benzon & Co. (3), per Blacklmrn, L.J., at pp. 443-444, 
and Selbome, L.J., at pp. 438-439; Uarkness v. RusseU (A), 
per Bradley, J., at page 673; Sfrotuj v. Taylor (5), per Nel- 
son, C.J. ; Herring v. Happock (i\); Ballard v. Burgell (7); 
Ex parte Powell, in re Matthews (H), per Baoon, C.J.; and in 
the Court of Appeal, per Mellish, L.J. ; Ex parte Wntkins^ 
in re CloiLston (d), per Selborne. L.J., at p. 528; Ex part^ 
Brooks^ in re Fowler (10), in the (^ourt of Appeal, per Jessel, 
M.Ii.: Crawcoijr v. Salter (11). 

The maxim " 7iemo dat quod non habet " applies to this 
( ase. It is impossible that Mrs. Sheraton could make either a 
valid bill of sale or a ch-attel mortgage for this furniture. The 
property in it had not passed to her, nor, would it, until the 
whole price was paid. The title to the furniture was vested in 
the respondents. They could not have their security improved 
so far as the right of property was concerned. Mrs. Sheraton 
cculd no more mortgage or pledge this property than she 
could pledge that which belonged to a stranger, and which was 
in the stranger's own house. She had possession which might 
be terminated at any moment by a failure to make payments 
according to the conditions of the purchase, and if she failed, 
the respondents could, at once, take possession and rescind 
the conditional sale which had been made. This would ter- 
minate the sale, and terminate any obligation connected with 
it. The respondents would be in possession of the furniture, 
and of all that would be paid upon it and, having put an end 

(1) 63 L. T. Q. B. 711. ((>) 15 N. Y. 400, 411 and 414. 

(2) 18 Ont. App. R. 218. (7) 40 N. Y. 314. 

(3) 9 App. Cas. 434. (8) 1 Ch. D. 501. 

(4) 118 U. S. R. 0(53. (0) 8 Ch. App. 520. 

(5) 2 Hill, 326. (10) 23 Th. D. 201. 

(11) 18 Ch. D. 30. 
C.-17 
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1902 to the -agreement itself, they could have no claim against Mrs. 
' ' ' Sheraton, and there was, then, no transaction remaining 
V. between the respondents and Mrs. Sheraton to which the guar- 

Blaokjt al. ^^^^ continued to apply. 

MlLLB, J. 

It was by the act of the respondents that the contract was 
terminated and Mrs. Sheraton^s payments forfeited, and, 
having discharged Mrs. Sheraton by the proceedings which 
they took, the guarantee given on her behalf could not remain 
in force. 

Holding this opinion of the effect of the termination of 
the conditional sale, it is hardly necessary to discuss the 
question of appropriation. See remarks of Erskine, J., at 
page 75 in Waller v. Lacy (1). 

The money came into the respondents' possession, not by 
a payment made by Mrs. Sheraton, but by the seizure 
and sale of the goods, which she had conditionally 
purchased, and there is no evidence that she was ever 
given an opportunity of saying how she wished the money 
to be applied. There was at the time nothing due either 
uywn the second or third instalments. The second instal- 
ment first became payable, and it would hardly be con- 
tended, if the guarantors were under obligation to pay that, 
with this money in the hands of the respondents, that they 
(respondents) were entitled to sue the guarantors for the full 
amount of the indebtedness under the plea that they intended 
to hold the money which they had received for what would 
become due the following year, for which they held no 
securitv. 

In Coaies v. Coates (2), the court held that, where a 
sum is received from property held as collateral security for 
two debts, it ought to be set off ratably against the amount 
due on each. See also the remarks of Vicc-Chancellor Wood 
in Neirlon v. iliarJlon (3), at pajua* ().">!. 

(1) 1 Man. & Gr. 54. VI) ;« L. J. Ch. 448: 12 W. R. i»4. 

(3) 10 Hare, G4G. 
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In the case of oonditionftl sales, where there is a failure to 1902 
make full payment, and the vendor puts an end to the salo J^jj^"" 
and comes again into the possession of his property, and re- ». 

tains all the money which has been paid upon it, which may ^°^^_^ ^^ 
be very nearly the value of the article, or which may be much Mills, J. 
less, but whatever there is he retains, there is no longer any 
subsisting contract between the vendor and purchaser. There 
is nothing to enforce, and, if anyone has become security for 
the purchaser he is discharged, for there is no longer any sub- 
sisting contract between the principals to which the guarantee 
applies. 

In my opinion, judgment should be for the appellant. 

Appeal dismissed with costs. 

Solicitor for the appellant: H, Mellish. 
Solicitor for the respondents: W, H, Fulton. 



[S. C. File No. 2043.] 1901 

LA WRY V. LAWEY. 

APPLICATION for leave to appeal per saltum from the 
judgment of Falconbridge, C.J., on the ground that the 
^urts, in Ontario, to which an appeal might lie would be 
bound by the decision in Lellis v. Lambert (1). 

The application was not proceeded with. 
(30th May, 1901.) 

(1) 24 Ont. App. R. 653. 
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1901 [S. C. File No. 2044.] 

^'^ BIRKET V. POIRIER; CITY OF OTTAWA ELECTION 

CASE. 

APPEAL from the Controverted Elections Court. 

Discontinued. 

(Ist October, 1901.) 



[S. C. File No. 2046.] 
THE TORONTO STREET RAILWAY CO. v. ROBINSON. 

Appeal — Special leave — Matter in controvert^. 

APPLICATION for special leave to appeal from the 
Court of Appeal for Ontario. The judgment recovered wa« 
for $600. An appeal to the Court of Appeal for Ontario stood 
dismissed on an equal division of opinion of the judges, and 
that court, on the same division, refused leave for aa appeal 
to the Supreine Court of Canada. 

No special grounds were stated in support of the applioa- 
tion, and it was refused on the ground that no special cir- 
cumstances had be6n sliewn for granting special leave to 
appeal. 

(29th October, 1901.) 



fS. C. File No. 2047.] 

CHICOUTIMI ELECTION CASE; GIRARD v. DB 

COURVAL. 

APPEAL from the Controverted Electiona Caae. 

Discontinued. 

(14th November, 1901.) 



V. 
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[S, C. File No. 2057.] i^ 

THE BRITISH AMERICAN BANK NOTE CO. t. THE 

KING. 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 

Settled out of court. 

(17th February, 1903.) 



[S. C. File No. 2061.] 1901 

VICTOEIA B. C. ELECTION CASE; PRIOR v. FAIR- 
FIELD. 

APPEAL from the Controverted Elections Court. 
Dismissed with costs. 
(3rd October, 1901.) 



[ S. C. File No. 2069.] 

BENNETT et al. v. PARKHOUSE. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

Dismissed with costs without calling upon the respondent 
for any argument. 

(31st October, 1901.) 
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1901 [S. C. File No. 2072.] 

JACK 7. BONNELL. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New Brunswick. 
Dismissed with costs for want of prosecution. 
(5th December, 1901.) 



1902 [S.C. File No. 2079.)] 

^- » — ' 

LORD V. THE KING. 

APPEAL from the Court of King's Bench for Lower 
Canada, appeal side. 

Dismissed with costs, Sedqewick, J., dissenting. 

(15th ^ay, 1902.) 

(See Q. R. 10 K. B. 97.) 



[S. C. File No; 2088.] 

CANTIN V. McDONELL. 

APPEAL from the Court of King's Bench for Lower Can^ 
ada, appeal side. 

Dismissed with costs, the judgment appealed from being 
slightly varied. 

(27th February. 1902.) 



T--" ^ •'»:'»' 
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[S. C. File No. 2106.] 1902 

TURCOTTE ET AL. V. DUMOULTN. 

APPEAL from tlie Court of King's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Discontinued. 

(19th February, 1902.) 



[S. C. File No. 2109.] ' 1902 

THE GRAND TRUNK RAILWAY CO. v. THE •mITb^ 

NIAGARA FALLS INTERNATIONAL 

BRIDGE CO. 

Construction of contract — Railways — Frcf passes, 

APPEAL and CROSS-APPEAL from the Court of 
Appeal for Ontario. 

The questions at issue on the appeals involved merely the 
construction of a clause in an agrecMuent respecting free 
pa.<scs over the respondents' bridge for the ofTiccrs and ser- 
vants of the railway coni])any. After hearing counsel for the 
parties the court reserved judgment, and, on a subserjuent 
day, dismissed the appeal and cross-appeal with costs. The* 
onlv reasons for iudirmont delivered were as follows: — 

Tasciierkai'. J. — We are all of opinion that this appeal 
and the cros-;-appeal should be dismissed with costs for the 
reasons given iu the Court of Appeal. 

DAVIK8, J. — I concur in the judgment dismissing this 
appeal, and also the cross-appeal with costs, for the reasons 
given by Maclennan and Moss, JJ., in the Court of Appeal. 

Appeal and cross-appeal dismissed with costs. 



♦ Present : Taschereau, Seikjewick, Girouard, Davies and 

MlIXB. J J 
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1002 [S. C. File No. 2114.] 

M»y 26. rpjjg (jj^Y OF HULL T. SCOTT et au 

Title to land — Injunclion — Boundary — Riparian righU — Prencripiioti. 

APPEAL from the Court of Review, at Montreal, affirm- 
ing the judgment of Archibald, J., in the Superior Court, 
District of Ottawa, dissolving an interim injunction against 
the construction of a factory on lands adjoining Brewery 
Creek, in the City of Hull (known as lot 95, on the west side 
of the creek, near its intersection by the .Gatineau Maca- 
damized Road), and ordering a boundary to be established be- 
tween the lands of the respondents and lands on the oast side 
of the creek, purchased by the city, by running a line through 
the eastern channel of the chasm below the road company's 
bridge. The city claimed ownersliip of the whole of the 
eastern channel, and a portion of the land, alleged to be an 
island, opposite the lots belonging to the city. The island waa 
claimed by tlie respondents as forming a part of the western 
bank of the creek. 

Fornn, K.(\, for the appellant. 
Aylen, K.C'., for the respondents. 

The judgment of the court wa.s delivered by 

Tahcheheau, J. — There is nothing in this apjx^al, and 1 
would have dismissed it at tha hearing without calling upon 
tlie respondent. 

The appellant corporation, by its own tiHe, shews that it 
never bought the lot Xo. 95 in question. 

On the question of prescription, moreover, their claim to 
this lot entirely fails. Arts. 2199, 2242 C. C. 

The appeal will be dismissed with costs, with an addition 
TO the motifs, as well as to the dispositif, of the judgment of 



• Present : Tasciiereau, Skix;ewick, (iIrouaro, Davies and 
Mills. JJ. 



L 
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the Superior Court, of the 3()th of November, 1901, that the 1902 
defendants (respondents), have acquired the ownership of lot ' 

V or 1 *u- 4^ , • X- City OF Hull 

Ac. 95, by thirty years prescription. v. 

SOOTT BT AL. 

Appeal dismissed with costs, Taschkkkac.J 

Note. — Cf. reports of othor castas afTectinR Knme title and contro- 
Tersy in 34 Can. S. C. H. pp. 282. (WKt. and (UT. 



fS. C. File No. 2115.] 

THE CONFEDERATION LIFE ASSOCIATION v. 

WOOD. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New Brunswick 
(35 N. B. Rep. 512). 

Upon the consent of parties filed, on a settlement out of 
court, the appeal was allowed, each party paying their own 
costs. 

(9th May, 1902.) 



[S. C. File No. 2121.] 

CITY OF HALIFAX v. HART. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia (35 
N. S. Rep. 1). 

Entered, but not prosecuted. 
(22nd March, 1902.) 
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1902 rS. C. File No. 2123.] 

^ HA]!irBLY V. ALBRIGHT AND WILSON. 

APPEAL from the Excliequer Court of Canada. 

Settled out of court and discontinued. 

(Gth December, 1902.) 



1902 [S. C. File No. 2125.] 

♦May 26. MAGANN V. THE GRAND TRUNK RAILWAY CO. 

Sale of railway tiea — Delivery — Bank Act lien — Trade marfu — 

Timber inarka. 

APPEAL from the judgment of the Court of King's 
Bench, appeal side, Province of Quebec, aflSrming the judg- 
ment of Cimon, J., at the trial. 

The action was for the })rice of 75,000 railway ties sold 
by Magann to the company and alleged to have been deli- 
vered at the Saugeen Peninsula, ouj T^lye Huron and 
Georgian Bay. The question on the appeal was as to 
20,000 of these ties claimed by R. Thom-son & Co., as 
purchasers from the Union Bank, which claimed them under 
a Bank Act lien for advances to one Gillies, bv whom they 
had been manufactured. The validity of the lien was con- 
tested for want of sufficient description as required in the 
Bank Act, and questions aror^e on the appeal as to whether 
timber brands are property marks or merely trade marks, and 
if they make prima facie proof of ownership under the Tim- 
ber Marks' Act passed in 1870. 

Both courts below decided against the appellant on the 
ground of the insufficiency of the evidence. 

The appeal was dismissed with costs for the reasons given 
by Mr. Justice Cimon in the Superior Court. 



* Present : Taschereau, Sedoewick, Girouard, Davies and 

MlLLS^ JJ. 
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[S. C. File No. 2128.] 

THE MONTREAL STREET RAILWAY CO. v. McLEOD. 

APPEAL from the Court of King's Bench for Lower 
Canada, appeal side. 

Settled out of court. 

(Iflfh May, 1!>02.) 



[S. C. File No. 3134-1 

POWER T. GRIFFIN. 

APPEAL from the judgment of the Exchequer Court of 
Canada (7 Ex. C. R. 411, sub. nom. Griffin v. Toronto Ry. 

Co.). 

By judgment of tlie Supreme Court of Canada, on 15th 
December, 1902 {33 Can. S. C. R. 39), the respondents' 
letters patent were declared lapsed, but the entering of final 
judgment was stayed for a re-hearing on certain points in 
issue respecting the validity of the patent in question prior 
to 11th August, 1902. 

(See report above referred to, at pages 44-45.) 

The appeal was re-inscribed for hearing upon the points 
reserved, and was heard on the 27th of May, 1903, and judg- 
ment was reserved. 

On 8th June, 1903, the appeal was dismissed without 
costs. 



(8th June, 1 
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1903 [S. C. File No. 2140.] 

BELANGER v. CARBONNEAU ; L'ISLET ELECTION 

CASE. 

APPEAL from the Controverted Elections Court. 

On the appeal being called for hearing, no one appearing 
for either party, the -appeal was struck from the list. 

(17th February, 1903.) 



1903 [S. C. File No. 2154.] 

*Feb. 28. ,^,jjj^ NOVA SCOTIA STEEL CO. v. BAKTLETT. 

Mines and mincraltt — I*cmoval of ore — Boundary — Copy of plan — 

fjvidenee — Falsa demonstratio. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Xova Scotia (35 
N. S. Rep. 376), which set aside the findings and judgment 
of the trial court, with costs, and granted a new trial. 

The action was for trespass, and the principal question 
discussed on the appeal to the Supreme Court of C-anada was 
£8 to the identity of the lots claimed by the parties respec- 
tively, and depended upon the location of the boundar)' line, 
the plans in the Government office disagreeing as to the posi- 
tion of the line. The api>eal was dismissed with costs, no 
written oj)inions being delivered. 

Subsequently, on an appeal to the Supreme Court of Can- 
ada from the judgment of the Supreme Court of Xova 
Scotia, on the new trial, the following remarks were made 
with reference to the first appeal^ on rendering the judgment 
of the court in the latter case (35 Can. S. C. R. 527, at page 
530) :— 

* Present: Sib Elz1<:ar Tascuebeau. C.J.. and Sedoewick, 
Da VIES, Mills and Abmoub, J J. 
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" Sedge WICK, J. — * * * when this case was on ^^^ — ' 

appeal before us, after the first decision of the Supreme ^^^^ ^oo'^ 
Court of Xova Scotia (1), we held, affirming the judgment v. 

Bartuett 

of that court, that the area described in the mining lease un- 
der which the plaintiff (Bartlett) claims was clearly defined 
and ascertained, and that all reference in the description 
therein to the southern line of Peter Grant's lot might be 
eliminated as faha demanstratioJ 



yy 



Appeal dismissed with costs, 

Harris, K.C., and D. (\ Fraser, for the appellants. 
W, B, A. Ritchie, K.C., for the respondent. 

(Ed. Note. — On a subsequent appeal an order for another new 
trial was affirmed. See 38 Can. S. C. R. 336.) 



fS. C. File No. 2155.] 
THE WAVERLY GOLD IMINING CO. v. LONGLEY 

ET AL. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Xova Scotia. 
Dismissed by consent. 
(4th May, 1903.) 



[S. C. File No. 2158.] 190^ 

THE WELLINGTON COLLIERY CO. v. BOOKER. ^""^ 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of British Columbia. 
Dismissed with costs. 
(6th November, 1902.) 

(1) 35 N. S. Rep. 376. 
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}^ [S. C. File No. 2161.] 

RENNIE V. THE QUEBEC BANK. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

Dismissed with costs for the reasons given in the court 
below. 

(17th February, 1903.) 



1904 [S. C. File No. 2168.] 

- ¥ 

DUNSMUIR V. LOWENBERG, HARRIS & CO. 

Varyinff minutes of judgment — Coats of former trials — Issues on 

appeal — Practice. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of British Columbia 
(9 B. C. Rep. 303, stib nom, Harris v. Dunsmuir). 

MOTION to vary the minutes of judgment rendered on 
the appeal by the Supreme Court of Canada, on 30th Novem- 
ber, 1903 (34 Can. S. C. R. 228), by adding a special direc- 
tion in respect to two former trials of the action in tht 
courts of British Columbia, prior to the third trial, upon 
which the appeal was taken to the Supreme Court of Can- 
ada and decided as above. 

The Court refused the motion with costs on the ground 
thftt there had been no issue in question on the appeal 
touching the two previous trials. 

Motion dismissed with costs, 

(8th March, 1904.) 
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[S. C. File Xo. 2170.] 

FISHEK V. FISHER. 
APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Settled out of court. 
(13th November, 1902.) 
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[S. C. File No. 2173.] 

WALLACE V. OUCHTERLONEY et al. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 
Dismissed with costs for want of prosecution. 
(14th October, 1902.) 



[S. C. File No. 2181.] 

1903 

THE CALGARY AND EDMONTON RAILWAY COM- ^^-^ 

PANY AND THE CALGARY AND EDMONTON •April 29* 
LAND COMPANY (Suppi.iants) Appellants, 

AND 

HIS MAJESTY, THE KING Respondent. 

Ox Appeal from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 

Title to land — Railway aid — Land grant — Crown patents — Dominion 
Lands Reoulations — Reservation of minerals — 33 Vict. c. // — 
R. 8, C. c. o4 — Construction of fftafntc — Free grants — Parliar 
mentary contract. 

The Act, 53 Vict. ch. 4 (D.), in 18IX), jrranied, as a subsidy in aid of 
the construction of the railway, certain wild lands of the Crown 

• Present : Sib Elz^ab Tasciiebeau, C. J., and Gibouabd, 
l>AviE8 and Abmoub. JJ> 

(Note. — This case was noted, without the reasons of the judges 
^33 On. S. C. R. 673), and also in Cout. Dip. pp. 419, 1222.) 
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in the North- West Territories of (Canada. When the lands had 
been earned, by the construction of the railway, the Government of 
Canada refused to issue patents }n*antinfi: the lands to the railway 
company, or to the land company to which their rights had been 
nssi;?ned, except subject to the reservation of all mines and min- 
erals and the right to work the same. 

Held, per Tasciiereau. O.J., and Girouard, J. — That the Dominion 
LnmLs Regulations of 1880, paragraph 8. providing for reservationi 
in land grants, did not apply to the lands given as subsidy, but ex- 
clusively to grants of land made, in ordinary course, under the 
geni'n^l laws governing the sale, use, occui>ation, and settlement of 
Crown lands, which, in regard to this subsidy, had been overriden 
by the Parliamentary grant made in virtue of a contract between 
the Crown <and the railway company ; that the railway company's 
title was perfect without the issue of a patent, which could avail 
only as evidence of the allotment of particular Uinds, and there could 
be no express or implied derogation from the free grant under the 
^statute. 

(This view of the case was affirmed, on appeal, by the Privy Coun- 
cil, (11K)4), A. r. 7(55.) 

Held, per Davies and Armour, JJ. — That it must be assumed that 
the lands to be given as subsidy were to be subject to the Dominion 
Lands Regulations of 188S), notwithstanding that the Act grantini; 
the subsidy 'declared that the lands to be earne<l by the railway 
company should be " free grants." 

(Reversed by the Privy Council, uhi sin).). 

The judges being thus equally divided in opinion, the appeal stood 
dismisstnl with costs, and flio Kxciietiuer Court judgment stood 
affirmed. 



APPEAL from the judgment of tlie Exchequer Court of 
( aiiada dismissing the appellants' petition of right for a d^ 
claration that they were entitled to have free grants of the 
lands earned as subsidy under the Act, 53 Vict. ch. 4 (D.), 
without anv reservatSon as to baser minerals therein, or 
the right of mining the same. 

The circumstances of the case are fully stated in the judg- 
riHMits now reported. 

Ilelmuth, K.C., and Dyce W, Saunders, for the appellants. 

ypwrombe, K.(\, Deputy Minister of Justice, for the re- 
Fpondent. 
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The Chief Justice: — The appellant, the Calgary and 
Edmonton Railway Company, was incorporated under 53 
Victoria, chapter 84 (D.), (24th April, 1890). By an Act 
passed in the same year, 53 Vict. ch. 4 (D.), (15th May, 
1890), it was enacted that: — 

The Governor-General-in-Council may grant the subsidies in lands 
hereinafter mentioned to the railway companies, and towards the 
construction of the railways also hereinafter mentioned, that is to say 
(among others) — To the Calgary and Eidmonton Railway Company, 
Dominion landfi to an extent not exceeding 6,400 acres for each mile 
0^ the company's mil way from Calgary to a point at or near Edmon- 
ton, on the North Saskatchewan River ; a distance of (about one hun- 
dred and ninety miles ; and also a grant of 6,400 acres for ejich mile 
of the company's railway from Calgary to a point on the International 
boundary between Canada and the United States, a distance of about 

oDe hundred and fifty miles. 

And by section 2 of the same Act it was provided that: 

The said grants and each of them may be made in aid of the con- 
struction of the said railways respectively in the proportion and upon 
the conditions fixed by the orders-in-council made in respect thereof, 
and except as to such conditions the said grants shall be free grants, 
subject only to the payment by the grantees respectively of the cost, 
of survey of the lands and incidental expenses at the rate of ten 
cents per acre in cash on the issue of the patents therefor. 
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Under these provisions, orders-in-council fixing the terms 
and conditions were m-ade in respect of this grant to the ap- 
pell-ant, the Calgary and Edmonton Railway Company, on tiie 
fifth of May, 1890, and on the 22nd of May and 27th of June 
of the same year, but no mention of any reservation of mines 
and minerals is made in any of them. 

Subsequent orders-in-council were pas>ed from which it 
appears that the said railway company has earned and become 
entitled to its land grant, and by which certain lands, includ- 
ing the particular parcel mentioned in the petition of right, 
were allotted to and sot apart for the said company, appellant. 
The other appellant, the Calgary and Edmonton Land Com- 
pany, is and was, at the time of the commencement of the pro- 

c. ~18 
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ceedings herein, beneficially interested in the said lands grant, 
and it is admitted that the proper parties are before the 
court. 

Patents have been issued from time to time for some of 
the lands earned by the appellant, the Calgary and Edmonton 
Eailway Company, and allotted to it by the several orders-in- 
council, but, for a considerable portion of the lands, includ- 
ing the particular parcel set out in the petition of right, no 
patents have as yet been issued. 

In all the patents so far issued, there occurs the following 
reservation : 

Reserving unto Her Majesty, her heirs, successors and assigns, all 
mines and minerals, and the right to work the same. 

The appellants claim by their petition of right that the 
patents for the lands to which they are entitled should be 
issued without anv such reservation as to mines and minerals, 
and that, in those cases where patents have already been issued 
with such reservation, these should be rectified by striking out 
the reservation, or the former patents should be withdrawn 
and new patents issued without the reservation. In short, the 
appellants claim that they are entitled to the mines and 
minerals (other than gold and silver) in the lands to which 
they are entitled under the grant from Parliament and the 
orders-in-council made in respect thereof. 

Their contention is that the Act of Parliament and the 
orders-in-council under it constitute the entire contract be- 
tween them and the Crown, by which the^*^ agreed to build a 
railway through a portion of the unsettled lands of the Crown 
in the North- West Territories. The contention of the respon- 
dent, which prevailed in the Exchequer Court, is that the 
grant to the appellftnts was subject to the pre-existing condi- 
tions and reservations contained in the grants to the actual 
Si4 tiers or purchasers. 



I would allow the appeal. 
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The reservations as to grants to settlers contained 
in section eight of the regulations of September, 1889, 
have no application to the grant to the appellants. They 
are regulations made exclusively for the sale, settlement, 
tise and occupation of the Crown lands under the laws gen- 
erally governing such sales, settlements and occupations. 
These words do not include a special parliamentary grant 
such as this one is. It is begging the question to assume, 
as the judgment of the Exchequer Court does, that the grant 
to the appellants was subject to ordinary conditions and to 
existing regulations respecting such lands. Parliament has 
granted to them a subsidy in lands in aid of the con- 
struction of a railway needed in the public interest, without 
which it would not have been built, but the grant is not made 
subject to the pre-existing general orders-in-council, but 
exclusively to the special orders-in-council made in respect of 
such special grants. 

There is no room that I can see for the contention that 
the contract between the Crown and the appellants was subject 
tf» both general and special conditions. Grants under special 
statutes are not ruled by the general conditions, if the special 
statute subjects them exclusively to special conditions. 

The respondent would vainly say that if the company had 
purchased these lands they would have purchased them sub- 
ject to the existing regulations. That is no argument. 

Then section eight of the regulations of September, 1889, 
applies to patents to be issued in the ordinary course. The 
appellants' title is perfect without a patent. The patent is 
only evidence of the allotment. It is a parliamentary title 
under a contiact. The subsequent allotment by the Depart- 
ment of the Interior and the Governor-in-Council of the par- 
ticular lands so granted could not contain any derogation 
from that contract either expressly or impliedly. 



1903 

Calgary and 

Edmonton 

Rt. Co. 

AND 
CaLOART AND 

Edmonton 
Land Co. 

The King. 

Tri Chixf 

JUSTICR. 



I would allow the appeal with costs. 



GiRouARD, J., concurred with the Chief Justice. 
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iy03 Da VIES, J. — After much consideration, I am of opinion 

" ' that the iudgment appealed from is correct, and, for the 

C^AL(iARV AND «# o J jT 77 

Edmonton reasons given by my learned brother Armour, I think that 
^ AND^ this appeal should be dismissed with costs. 

Calgary and 
Kdmon'ton 
Land Co. 

The King . 



A.KMOUB, J 



Armock, J. — The sections of the Dominion Lands Act^ 
R. S. C. (1886) ch. 54, said to bear upon the question involved 
in this case are: — 

Section 47. Lands containing coal or other minerals, whether in 
surveyed or unsurveyed territory, shall not be subject to the provisions 
of this Act respecting sale or homestead entry, but shall be disposed of 
in such manner and on such terms and conditions as are from time to 
time fixed by the Govemor-in-Council by regulations made in that 
behalf. 

Section 48. No grant from the Crown of lands in freehold, or for 
any less estate, shall be deemed to have conveyed, or to convey, the 
gold or silver mines therein, unless the same are expressly conveyed in 
such grant. 

Section 90. The Govemor-in-Council may ♦ ♦ (h) make such 
orders as are deemed necessary from time to time, to carry out the 
provisions of this Act according to their true. intent, or to meet any 
cases which arise, and for which no provision is made in this Act, and 
further make and declare any regulations which are considered neces- 
sary to give the provisions in this clause contained full effect, and 
Prom time to time to alter or revoke any order or orders or any 
regulations made in respect of the said provisions, and make others 
in their stead. 

And 

Section 91. Every order or regulation mode by the Governor-m- 
Council in virtue of the provisions of the next preceding clause, or 
of any other clause of this Act shall, unless otherwise specially pro- 
vided in this Act, have force and effect only after the same has 
been published for four successive weeks in the Canada ** Gaaette," 
and all such orders or regulations shall be laid before both Houses of 
Parliament within the first fifteen days of the session next after the 
date thereof. 

On the 17th of Septemher. 1889, His Excellency, in virtue 
of the powers vested in him by the Dominion Lands Act, ch. 
54 of the Revipod Statutes of Canada, and by and with the 
advice of the Queen's Privy Council for Canada^ was pleased 
to order that the following r^ulations for the sale, settle- 
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ment, use and occupation of Dominion Lands in the Province 1908 
of Manitoba and the North-West Territories should be and ^ ''■""^' 

Calgary and 

the same were thereby established and adopted. These regula- Kdmonton 
tions from one to ten, inclusive, were under the heading ** Sale a^d 
of Dominion Lands;'' from 11 to 20 inclusive, under the ^^^ad- ^ '^^^J^^^^^^ 
ing "Leases of Grazing Lands ;" from 21 to 25, inclusive, under Land Co. 
the heading ** Permits to Cut Hay';" from 26 to 27, inclusive, the Kino. 
under the heading "Leases to cut Hay;'' from 28 to 33, in- ^gj,~ j 
elusive, under the heading " Cutting Hay without Authority ;" 
from 34 to 43, inclusive, under the heading " Disposal of 
Coal Lands, the property of the Dominion Government in. 
Manitoba, the North-West Territories and British Columbia :" 
from 44 to 54, the end of the regulations, inclusive, under the 
heading "Lands Patented or entered on which the Mining 
Rights have been reserved." The provisions of section 
Dinety-one were all complied with in respect to these regu- 
lations. 



The regulations under the heading " Disposal of Coal 
Lands, the property of the Dominion Government in Mani- 
toba, the North-West Territories and British Columbia/' were 
obviously made under section forty-seven of the " Dominion 
Lands Act," and that section and the regulations made under 
it may be eliminated from this inquiry, as may also section 
forty-eight of that Act, for the plaintiffs do not claim the 
gold and silver, if any there be, in the lands to which they 
are entitled. 



Regulation 8, under the heading " Sale of Dominion 
Ijands," was obviously made under section 90 (h), and is as 
follows : — 

AH patents from the Crown for lands in Manitoba and the North- 
west Territories, shall reserve to Her Majesty, Her Heirs, and Suc- 
cessors and assigns, forever, all mines and minerals which may be 
found to exist within, uiK)n or under such lands, together with full 
power to work the same, and for this purpose to enter upon and use 
and occupy the said lands, or so much thereof and to such an extent 
as may be necessary for the effectual working of the said minerals or 
the mines, pits, seams and veins containing the same except in the 
case of patents for lands which have already been sold or disposed of 
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< — . — " homesteads before the date upoa which these regulations come into 

Calgary and force. 
Edmonton 
Hy. Ck). 
AND This regulation was evidently passed under the provisions 

Edmonton of section 90 (A), that the Govemor-in-Ootmcil may make 
Land Co. g^^j^ orders as are deemed necessary from time to time 

Thr ICino 

' to meet any cases which may arise and for which no provision if 

Abmoub, J. made iu this Act. 

It was contended that this regulation was ulira vires, but 
it seems to me that the words quoted are sufficiently wide to 
support it. This r^ulation being then the general law, the 
Act, 53 Vict. ch. 84, was passed incorporating the plaintiff 
company, and the Act, 53 Vict. ch. 4, was passed which pro- 
vided, section one, that 

The Governor-in-Council may grant the subsidies in land herein- 
after mentioned to the railway companies, and towards the construc- 
tion of the railways, also hereinafter mentioned, that is to 
say. * * ♦ to The Calgary and EMmonton Railway Company, 
Dominion lands, to an extent not exceeding six thousand four hun- 
dred acres for each mile of the company's railway from Calgary to a 
point at or near Edmonton, on the North Saskatchewan River, a dis- 
tance of about one hundred and ninety miles, and also a grant of six 
thousand four hundred acres for each mile of the company's railway 
from Calgary to a point on the international boundary between Canada 
and the United States, a distance of about one hundred and fifty 
miles. 

Section two, that 

The said grants and each of them may be made in aid of the con- 
struction of the said railways respectively, in the proportion and upon 
the conditions fixed by the orders-in-council made in respect thefeof, 
and, except ab to such conditions, the said grants shall be free grants 
subject only to the payment by the grantees, respectively, of the cost 
of survey of the lands and incidental expenses, at the rate of ten cents 
per acre in cash, on the issue of the patents therefor. 

It must be assumed, I think, that these grants were made 
subject to the general law in relation to lands in Manitoba 
and the North- West Territories, and subject, therefore, to the 
provisions of regulation 8, and there is nothing in the statute 
granting these lands, or in the orders-in-council made in 
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respect thereof, rightly understood, shewing that these lands 1908 
were not subject to the reservation provided for in the Tesnx- _ ' ' 

, Calgary and 

lation 8. Edmonton 

Ry. Co. 

The grants were to be made CALotRv and 

upon the conditions fixed by the orders-in-council made in respect Edmonton 
,1, - Land Co. 

thereof, ^ 

that is, upon the performance by the plaintiffs of such condi- 

tions, and *^ except as to such conditions, should be free Armour, J. 

grants," that is, that the performance by the plaintiffs of such 
conditions should be the sole consideration for such grants, 
and that they should be free from the performance of any- 
thing else and from any payment except only the payment 

of the cost of survey of the lands and incidental expenses, at the rate 
of ten cents per acre in cash on the issue of the patents therefor. 

To construe the words "free grants," in relation to the 
context in which they are found, as grants free from the reser- 
vation contained in regulation 8, would be a wholly un- 
reasonable construction. 

In my opinion, the judgment appealed from should be 
affirmed and the appeal dismissed with costs. 

Appeal dismissed with costs.* 

Solicitors for the appellants : Kingsmill, Helhnuth, Shurv- 

ders & Torrance. 
Solicitor for the respondent : E. L. Newcomhe. 

• Reversed on appeal by the Privy Council ([39041 A. C. 765). 



[S. C. File No. 2185.] 

THE KING V. GOLDRICK. 
APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada, 

Abandoned. 

(16th December, 1902.) 
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i^ [S. C. File No. 2188.] 

HULL V. THE KING. 
APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 
Dismissed with costs. 
(;K)th November, 1903.) 



1903 [S. C. File No. 2189.] 

■ r 

;^^; ^ MILLER v. CAMPBELL. 

Mines and Minerals — Placer mining regulations — Staking cLaiifM — 
Overlapping locations — Abandoned claims. 

APPEAL from the judgment of the Territorial Court of 
Yukon Territory, affirming the decision of the Gold Com- 
missioner. 

The Gold Commissioner decided against the claim of the 
plaintiff. Miller, to a bench claim staked by him on Dominion 
Creek, Yukon, in August, 1899, and held that the ground had 
been properly taken up hy the respondent, Campbell, while 
vacant and abandoned, and that it was his claim under a valid 
renewal. The full court affirmed the Gold Commissioner's 
decision and plaintiff appealed on grounds that the judgment 
wa.s against the law governing staking and the weight of evi- 
dence, that boundaries of claims cannot be extended bv mere 
renewal, and that no lapse of subsisting claims can enlarge 
another claim. 

The appeal was dismissed with costs; the only notes of 
reascms delivered were the following: — 

* Present : Sir ElzTS^ar Taschereau. C.J., and Sedgewick. 
Pa VIES. Nesritt and Killam, JJ. 
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Daviks^ J. — I am unable to distinguish this case from 

the case of St, Laurent v. Mercier (1), decided less than a 

year ago by a majority of this court. By that decision I am 

bound, although I still retain the opinion I there expressed 

in a dissenting judgment concurred in by the late Mr. Justice 

Armour. 

Appeal dismissed with costs, 

Travers Lewis (Smellie with him), for the appellant. 
J, A, Ritchie, for the respondent. 
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[S. C. File No. 2191.] 

TRABOLD V. MILLER. 

Mines and mitierals — Trespass — Boundary — Hill-side claim — Juris- 
diction — Appeal per saltum — Practice, 

APPEAL direct from the judgment of Dugas, J., in the 
Yukon Territorial Court, which maintained the plaintiff^s 
action for trespass and the removal of gold-bearing gravel 
by the defendants, who tunnelled from an adjoining claim 
into a claim owned by the plaintiffs. 

The principal dispute was as to the location of the de- 
fendant's hill-side claim under the mining regulations of 
1898. During the hearing, on suggestion by the court, and 
consent of parties, leave to appeal per saltum was granted, 
nunc pro tunc, without costs, as there was some doubt as to 
the jurisdiction to hear the appeal direct from the decision 
of the trial court. 

A cross-appeal by the plaintiffs was abandoned at the 
hearing. 

The appeal was dismissed with costs, Armour, J., dis- 
senting. 

• Pbesent : Sib Elz£ab Taschereau. C.J.. and Seikiewick. 
OiRouARo. Da VIES and Abmoub, JJ. 

(1) 83 Can. S. C. R. 314. 
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The only notes delivered were for the reasons of dis?ent 



Armour, J. — Where land is bounded by the summit of a 
hill such boundary is properly defined, not by a line drawn 
along the watershed, but by a line drawn along the crest of 
the hill, following the highest successive points of such crest. 

A line drawn along the watershed may, sometimes, happen 
to coincide with a line so drawn along the summit, but it if 
a mistake to suppose that such lines will be always coincident, 
for this is not the case. 

The plaintiffs were bound to shew, by a proper definition 
of the defendant's boundary, that the defendant has tres- 
passed upon their location and to what extent, and this, in 
my opinion, they failed to do. 

The appeal should, therefore, be allowed. 

Appeal dismissed with costs 

Russell, K.C., and J. A, Ritchie, for the appellants. 
Sir C. H. Tupper, K.C., for the respondents. 



1903 [S. C. File No. 2194.] 

►Jan. 15. LABELLE V. THE KING. 

Criminal latC' — Refusal of reserved case — Appeal to Supreme Court of 
Canada — Conviction in Yukon Territory — Admission of evidence 
— Procedure at trial, 

APPLICATIOX, at a special session called to consider 
the case (Canada Gazette, 14th Jan., 1903), for leave to 
appeal from the judgment of the judge of the Yukon Terri- 
torial Court (Craig, J.), refusing to reserve a case for the 
consideration and opinion of the full court upon tho con- 
viction of the appellant for tlie murder of L^on Bouthillett, 
in the Yukon Territory, whereon he was sentesQced to death. 

♦ Present : Sib Elz£ab Taschebeau. C.J., and Sedoewick, 
(JiBOUABD, Da VIES, MiLLS and Armoub, J J. 
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The appellant was sentenced on 31st October, 1902, to be 
liiiiged on 20tt] January, 1903 ; the motion for a reserved case 
«a« made before Mr. Justice Craip;. in the Territoriai Court 
for Yukon Territorj', on 5th January, 1903. Upon liis re- 
fibfil to reserve a case as prayed, ap|>li(;ation was made tn the 
Minister of Justice, and a special session of the Supreme 
Court of Canada was called to hear the application for leave 
lo appeal, based upon objections to the admission of evidence 
at the trial, the procedure at the trial, and the charge of tlie 
Itamed judge to the jury. 

Wilson and Leonard, for the application. 
l^ewcombe. K.C., Deputy Minister of Justice, and Cong- 
don, K.C., contra. 

After hearing counsel for and against the application, the 
cimrt retiretl for the purpose of considering their judgment, 
and, upon re-assembling, the decision was announced as 
follows : — 

The Chief Ji'stice: — The court, being equally divided in 
opinion, there can be no judgment upon this application. 
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'AprTm. THE MONTREz\L STREET RAILWAY CO. 

(Defendants) Appellants, 

AND 

GUSTAVE H. McDOUGALL (Plaintiff).. Respondent. 

ON APPEAL FROM THE COURT OF KING'S BENCH, APPEAL 

SIDE, PROVINCE OF QUEBEC. 

Negligence — Operation of tramtoay — Use of highway — Repair o/ 
streets — Dangerous way — Speed — Headlights — Exercise of 
ordinary and reasonable care. 

The company *s tramway line was laid upon a highway which it was 
not bound to keep in repair, and there was no provision by which 
head-lights were required to be used on its tram-cars during the 
night-time. The highway had become dangerous at a curve on the 
line on account of accumulations of ice and snow that inclined 
towards the tracks. After passing the front of a car. coming from 
the opposite direction, after dark, at the rate of about seven miles 
an hour and without a head-light, either through a sudden move- 
ment of the horse or on account of the inclination of the roadway, 
the vehicle in which the plaintiff was seated slid towards the side 
of the oar, which struck it with gi'eat force and injured him. 

Held, per Taschereau, O.J., and Sedgewick and Davies, JJ., that, 
under the circumstances, the rate of speed at which the car waa 
driven and the absence of a head-light did not constitute actionable 
negligence on the part of the company. 

Held, per Girouard and Mills, J J., that, as the company was aware 
of the dangerous condition of the highway at the place where the 
accident occurred, during the night-time, it was liable for negli- 
gence in failing to slacken speed and provide sufficient lighta. 

Per Armour. J. — As the questions involved related merely to ques- 
tions of fact, the appeal should be dismissed. 

The judges being thus equally divided in opinion, the appeal stood 
dismissed with costs and the judgment appealed from stood 
affirmed. 

APPEAL from the judgment of the Court of King's 
Bench, appeal side, reversing the judgment of the Superior 

* Present : Sib EIlz^ab Tascheb£a.u« C.J., and Sbdoewick, 
GiBOUABD, Davies, Miixs and Abmour, JJ. 
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Court, District of Montreal, and maintaining the plaintitf's 1903 

action for damages with costs. Montreal 

St. Ry. Co. 
At the trial, Lavergne, J., dismissed the action, stating j^,^.|,(^;;c^ll. 
his reasons for doing so as follows: — 

" C!oDsid6rant que le dit accident ne rfislilte nullement d'aucun 
fait ou fante de la d^fenderesse ou de ses employee, que dans la cir- 
constance en question le char de la dfifenderesse 6tait conduit S, une 
Vitesse raisonnable ; qu'imm^iatemeut avant la collision la voiture 
do demandeur n'6tait pas sur la voie ferr^e de la d^fenderesse : que 
ce n'est qu*au moment mSme de la collision du demandeur qu'elle a 
glis8§ sur la voie ferr6e de la dfifenderesse par le fait du chevaj du 
demandeur ou de cclui qui If conduisait et sans aucune faute de la 
part de la d^fenderesse ou de ses employes." 

On appeal the majority of the Court of King^s Bench 
reversed this decision, the grounds for reversal, as stated by 
the majority of the court, being recited in the judgment of 
Mr. Justice Girouard, now reported. Mr. Justice Hall 
dissiented, stating the circumstances of the case and his 
reasons for dissent, as follows: — 

*' Hall, J. (dissenting) : — 1 agree entirely with the jud>r- 
nient of the learned trial judge, and the reasons upon which 
it is based. I can discover in the evidence no proof of negli- 
gence in any form on the part of the respondents and their 
employees, and consequently cannot concur in the decisiion of 
my colleagues holding the company responsible for the dam- 
ages sustained by the appellant (plaintiff). 

" The railway company were in the exercise of the statu- 
tory rights in the operation of their train service; their traxk 
was laid within the limits of the highway under authority of 
the Municipality of Verdun, which municipality had im- 
posed no conditions upon the company as to the rate of 
speed at which the train service might be operated. "NTear 
the place where the accident happened, a sign wa^ suspended 
with the word ' Slow ^ upon it, a direction given by the 
manager of the street railway company, not for the protec- 
tion of the public, as there was no crossing there, but only 
to caution conductors to slacken speed in rounding the curve 
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1903 at that point to prevent the car from leaving the track. As 
, J ' ' a matter of fact, the car was runninff at a verv moderate rate 
St. Rt. Ck). of speed, not much, if anything, over seven miles per hour. 

i. ouQALL. u rp^^^^ appellant driving from Montreal toward his home 
in Verdun, was using the left hand roadway for reasons ex- 
plained in the evidence. The portion of the roadway avail- 
able for driving is alleged to have been narrow and with a 
slight incline toward the railway track, conditions for which 
the respondents were in no way responsible, and of which 
their employees neither had, nor were bound to have, any 
knowledge. They were conditions depending entirely upon the 
Municipality of Verdun, of which appellant wa,s a resident 
and a ratepayer. The appellant alleges that his horse was a 
perfectly quiet and docile one and had never before shewn 
the least nervousness at the sight or hearing of the street 
cars. Ho saw the car approaching at about the distance of 
100 feet. Just as the car came opposite him, his horse made 
a slight sideway movement toward the left; this had a corre- 
sponding effect upon the rear part of the sleigh, moving it in 
the opposite direction toward the railway track, a movement 
accelerated, as appellant alleges, by the incline of the high- 
way in the same direction. This part of the sleigh struck 
the car upon the side, the force of the shock being sufficient 
to throw appellant from his sleigh upon the road, but not 
apparent to the employees upon the car, who were unaware 
that any accident had happened. A passenger on same car 
during that evening was under the impression that the car 
had been struck by some object. 

"Admitting all these facts, what possible negligence was 
there on the part of the motorman on that car? Proceeding 
at a moderate rate of speed, with no crossing immediately 
in advance, he sees from his cab window a sleigh driven 
toward him along the highway parallel with the railway 
track and f^ufficiently distant from it to create not the least 
suspicion of danger of collision or accident of any kind. The 
liorse was moving quietly and without any indication of 
fright or even nervousness, and his driver appeared to have 
him well in hand. Should the motorman have reasoned with 
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himself that that horse might at a given moinent swerve 1903 
toward the left, and thus bring the rear of the sleigh into ^ ' 
collision with his car, and acting upon this, contingency, have 8t. Ry. Co. 
stopped his car or even reduced its speed to a snail's pace? moDouoall. 
If such he the condition under which the street oar service is 
to be operated it would be as well to dispense with electricity 
and substitute oxen as a motive power. The imagination 
would be powerless to conceive every possible contingency 
that might occur to the thousands of vehicles which the 
cars must meet and pass in their daily rounds, and the only 
s>afety would therefore be in a rate of speed which could be in- 
stant^meously checked whenever one of these events happened, 
although there would be nothing in the apparent normal 
conditions which would make such an event probable. I 
cannot conceive that the settled jurisprudence of the courts 
will impose such a regulation upon the street railway com- 
panies. 

" The appellant has met with an unfortunate accident and 
sustained serious damage, but it was either a pure accident 
for which no one is responsible, or else it was one which 
resulted from the nervousness of his horse or the bad con- 
dition of the highway; if the former, then he must bear the 
loss without recourse; if the latter, then his remedy is 
against his fellow ratepayers in Verdun, who were and are. 
Tmder a legal obligation to him, as wtII as to non-residents, 
tf. keep their streets in safe condition. The respondents are 
under no obligation whatever to look after, much less to 
repair the streets of Verdun, nor to light them, although 
one of appellants' griev-ances seemed to be that the head 
light of the oar did not illuminate the street sufficiently to 
enable him to properly direct his horse. It would doubtless 
be an advantage to appellant and other ratepayers of Verdun 
to have the respondents light the streets of that municipality 
and .shovel the snow^ from them, but they have not contracted 

to do so, and any defect in those respects cannot be made a 
ground of liability on their part. 

" The appellant seemed to be under the impression that 
the head-lightfi upon the street cars were maintained for the , 
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1903 benefit of the inhabitants of Verdun, and hence that they 
^^ ' had a riffht to complain of their inefficiency. This is not 

JVXONTRRAL c3 ir t/ 

8t. Ry. Co. the case. They are maintained solely for the company's use, 
McDou«ALL. ^ enable the motorman to know his locality and watch the 
condition of the track ahead of him. The side light they 
throw upon the highway is accidental, available for what- 
ever it may be worth, but establishes no claim and imposes 
no basis of liability upon the street railway company. 

^' In my opinion, the appellant has established no negli- 
gence or liability on the part of the respondents, and his 
appeal should Ije dismissed.'* 

Atwaier, K.C., and Archer, for the appellants. 
Monk, K.C., and llivet, for the respondent. 

The Chief Justice: — In my opinion this appeal should 
be allowed for the reasons given by Mr. Justice Hall in 
his dissenting judgment in the court below. 

Sedgewick, J.: — 1 concur in the opinion of my brother 
Da vies, and think tiiis appeal should be allowed. 

GiKOUAHD. J.: — L'intime reclame de I'appelante $5,000 
a title de doiinnages-interets qu'il aurait soutfert par *^uit<.- 
d\ine collision de sa voiture en mars, 1901, avec un des char> 
de Tappelante sur le cheinin de Verdun, dans la banlieue de 
Montreal. La eour superieure (Lavergne, J.), apres avoir 
vu et entendu les temoins, arriva a la conclusion qu'il 
r y avait pas faute de la part de la compagnie et renvoya 
Taction avee depens. En appel, ee judgement I'ut infirnu- 
et elle ffit condamnee a payer $3,573 et les depens, M. le jug*^ 
Hall diiferant. La majorite de la cour n'a pas exprime 
d'opinion en dehors dn texte du jugement, qui est tres ex- 
plicite : — 

Vu que, lors de I'accident, la parties du chemin o<i la collision a 
eu lieu 6tait, et nvait 6t6 depuis quelque temps, en mauvais 6tat et 
n'6tait paseclair^e: que la nuit 6tait noire et que la lumiftre electrique 
^ I'avant du char n'^tait pas suffi«ante pour permettre d'arrftter le dit 
char d> temps pour I'emp^cher de frapper les objets que la garde-moteur 
jMHirvair MfM^n.-evoir sur ou pr^s de la vole: que le cot6 droit du cherain 
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publio etait ob8tni6 par la neige et impratkabl'' : que le rentre de I* 
Toi« etajt couvert de g1ac« et airotiili, dfivalait de chaque cot6 veis lea 
rails et, CD cono^uence. Sgalemeiit imprAticable : qae 1e cot@ gauche I 
du i^heniiQ 6tail ausei en part[e obHtruS par la neige et ne laissait 
i)u'uae largeur de cIdq b. six pieds ear laqaelle lea traineaux pouvaient M 
circnler ; que cet endroil fltait figalement conTCrt de glace et dfevaJait 
Ten la voie ferrfie ; qu'il eiiatait uue coorbe dona le chemin prte du 
minie endroil : que la voio 6tait eile-meme en mauvais filat, et que, 
dans c*a conditiooB, il Stait de la prudent* In plus ordinaire de la 
part de la defenderesae, de lA laJsaer circuler aes cbara qu'a one 
viiease & laquelle le garde-moteur pOt lea nrrfter k temps pour fivjter 
lea accidents; qu'en faJt lea inatructiona donufies par la compagnie & 
tee coDducteura et Barde-moteora 6taieDt d'oller lenlement ft cet en- 
drait. et que cependant. au momeat de la collision et dans les coudi' 
lions ci-hHu( meotioniiieB. la vitesse du char 6tait d'au moins sept 
millea k I'heure: que le cheval du demandeur, en aper^evaut la lumiire 
*a arant du char, a doung au coup de tfite yen la gauche et que le 
oontre coup a €t€ suffisant pour fnire glisxer le traineau daan la 
penle vers le rail et frapper le char; que le choc a 6t6 Tioleut, la 
Toitnre bris^e. le demaodeur lancfi & pluueurs piedit de dlstauce et 
i^rieuaemetit bless6: que de cea faits, il reaulle faut*; et negligence de 
la pari de la compasnie et de aes employes <'t prSpoa^a enga^eant la 
reaponsabilite de la dfileodereaae, et que de la part du demandeur, il 
d'; a eu di fant« ni negligence, maia le simple exercise de sou droit 
de Be aervir du chemin. 

Ija preuve justifie pleinement ces conclusions. Mr. le 
jiige Hall est d'avis que I'appelaiile etait dans I'exereice de 
i-e» doits et quelle n'est pas rct-ponsable <les consequences du 
mauvais 6tat du chemin, qui ^tait entierement k la charge de 
la municipality de Verdun. Mais les compagnies de tram- 
ways, passant par les rues et chemins publics, dovient etre 
(irndenle- et se eonfnnner au.x eircon stances. Elles ne doivent 
pasoublier qu'elles n'en sont pas les proprietairee ; ce sont les 
niunicip&liteg ou la Couronne qui en son! les proprietaires 
pour I'usage du public, qui avait le droit de s'en servir bien 
;ivant que les chars electriques fussent connus. EIIpk n'ont 
mSme pas la jouissance exclusive de cette partie du chemin 
ailect^ k leur sen'ice. Ija legislature ou les municipality, 
eu les deus, leur ont seulenient permis de s'en servir en 
commun avec le public. II ne leur auf&t paa de voir i. 
refGeaeit4 de ce service, de faJre mont«r et descendre lea 
passagers et de lea traneporter en snreti; elles doivent encore 

r._19 
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1903 avoir roeil sur les passants et les voyageurs a pied et eu 
* — • — ' voiture, et ne rien faire qui puisse indumeat leur causer du 
St. Rt. Co. dommage. II ne leur est pas permis d'ignorer les droits du 
MoDouoALL Public, de renverser les voitures et d'^craser les gens qu'elles 
— rencontxent sur leur passage de jour ou de nuit^ sans 
* s^inquieter si ces accidents auraient pu etre evites. Les droits 
d'un chacun doivent etre exerc^s arec prudence eu 6gard auz 
circonstances, en sorte que peraonne ne puisse souffrir sans 
necessite. L'existence d'un danger est T^lement qui deter- 
mine le d6gr6 de viligence, et plus il y a danger, plus 
la vigilance doit etre grande. I/on a droit d'exiger plus de 
surveillance de la part d'une compagnie de chars electriques. 
k cause de la force superieure et rapide dont elle dispose et 
qui rend plus desastreudes les rencontres aves les passants 
ordinairies, le gros public, qui a le droit de circuler m^me 
sur la voie ferree. Elle sait quo cette voie est dangereuse eu 
hiver et sur tout au commencement de mars par Tenlevement 
de la neige que la compagnie fait au risque d'elever les deux 
bords du chemin et d'y creuser au centre un canal, presqu'un 
precipice. Elle doit, en un mot, si c'est possible, eviter de 
mettre en p6ril la propriete et la vie des autres voyageurs. 
C'est le principe qui domine la matiere non seulement dan^ 
la province de Quebec sous Tempire du code civil, mais encore 
dans les autres provinces regies par la loi commune anglaise, 
car il n'y a aucune difference entre les deux systemes de lois a 
ce sujet: JacqiLemin v. Montreal Slreet Railway 6V. (1); 
Fraser v. London Street Railway Co, (2); Haight v. Ilamilion 
Street Railway Co. (3) ; Myers v. Brantford Street Railway Co. 
(4); The Queen v. Toronto Railway Co. (5); Lines v. Win- 
nipeg Ekciric Street Railway Co. (6) ; Halifax Electric Tram- 
way Co. V. Inglis (7); Toronto Railway Co. v. SneU (8); Robin- 
son V. Toronto Railway Co. (9) ; Brown v. London Street Rail- 
way Co. (10); Mitchell v. City of Hamilton (11); Ellis v. Lyfin 
and Boston Rd. Co. (12). 

(1) Q. R. 11 S. C. 419. (7) 30 Can. S. C. R. 256. 

(2) 26 Ont. App. R. 383. (8) 31 Can. S. C. R. 241. 

(3) 29 O. R. 279. ( 9 ) 2 Ont. L. R. 18. 

(4) 31 O. R. 309. (10) 2 Ont. L. R. 53. 

(5) 4 Can. Crim. Cas. 4. (11) 2 Ont. L. R. 58. 

(6) 11 Man. R. 77. (12) 160 Man. 341. 
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M. le juge King, exprimant ^opinion de cette cour, 1903 
dans la cause de Halifax Tramway Co. v. ' Inglis (1), ' • — ' 
disait: — St. Rt.Co. 

V. 

What is or is not reasonable care is a matter of degree and varies MoDouoall. 
with circumstances. The control and management of an instrument ^jj^^^jlj^ j 
of danger to life or limb has always been considered as calling for a 
higher degree of skill or care, as the measure of what is reasonable, 
than where no serious consequence is to be apprehended. 

Le language du juge en chef Strong dans la cause de 
Citizens Light and Power Co, v. Lepitre (2), s'applique 
egalement a Tespdce qui nous occupe : 

This is therefore a case for the application of the principle now 
well established, that persons dealing with dangerous things should 
be obliged to take the utmost care to prevent injuries being caused 
throagh their use by adopting all known devices to that end. 

Dans la cause de Royal Electric Co. v. Hive (3), M. le juge 
Hall, pour le cour d'appel, dit que les compagnies electriques 
(<lans? I'espece k eclairage) sont tenues " to a supervision and 
diligence proportionate to the peculiar character and danger 
of the commodities in which they deal.^' Et puis, lorsque 
cette cause viiit devant nous, Mr. le juge Taschereau, 

diaait: — 

They cannot have taken the high degree of care that the law de- 
mands from a company trading in so dangerous an element as elec- 
tricity. 

Enfin Mr. le juge Davies ajoutait: — 

The law, in requiring from them the highest care and skill, and 
the exercise of constant vigilance in their business and operations, 
docs nothing more than, having regard to the extremely dangerous 
diaracter of the article or substance they supply, is necessary for the 
proper protection of those with whom they deal. 

Le matLvais ^tat de la route, qui est admis par tous les 
temoins et tous les juges, obligeait le moteur du char a 
Procter «ivec precaution et m§me i s'arreter pour 6viter un 
accident, et le fait certain que la nuit ^tait bien noire et que 

(1) 30 Can. S. C. R. 256. (2) 20 Can. S. C. R. 1. 

(3) 32 Can. S. C. R. 462, at p. 466. 
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1903 le ehar n'avait pas de lunii^re en avant (head-light), pouvant 
' *^ eclairer la voie et lui laifiser voir ou entre-voir les voitures 
St. Ry. Co. qui approchaient, n^oessitait encore plus d'attention et de 
McHouoALL. lenteur. Cette lumi^re n'est peut-etre pas obligatoire; 
— J quelques chars la portent et comme elle offre plus de protec- 
•' tion, c'l^tait dans Tespece une faute de ne. pas Pavoir. Le 
cliar allait k une tr^ grande vitesse^ ezcMant, au dire des 
t6moins m§nie de Tappelante, sept milles a Theure, la limite 
extreme permise par la ville de Montreal. Cette limite, il 
est vrai, n'a pas et6 impost par Verdun, mais elle n'indique 
pas moins qu'elle n'est pas moder6e. Le chemin de Verdxin 
est une des grandes routes qui conduisent i Montreal et 4 
plujsieurs autres villes qui Fenvironment et qui forment avec 
elle un centre de quatre cent mille habitants. II est beaucoup 
plus frequente que plusieurs rues de Montreal oti circulent 
les petits chars; et meme sans reglement liraitant la vitesse, 
la compagnie est tenue de la diriger d^apr^ les circonstances. 
Meme une vitesse de deux ou trois milles 4 rheure a un en- 
droit dangereux od le char devrait ^tre arrete pour eviter un 
accident, seriat une faute. Dans Tesp^e, la vitesse 6tait ex- 
cessive. Le char allait a une si grande rapidite que le moteur 
et le conducteur n'ont p^s observe de collision pas meme un 
logor choc; ils continuerent: leur route comme si rien n'etait 
arriv6, et dans un instant, ils 6taaent hors la vue. Un avis 
de la compagnie, " Slow/' peint en grosses lettres sur une 
planchette & travers la route, I'avertissait de ce danger ex- 
ceptionnel.* Je ne partage pas le sentiment de !M. le juge 
Hall, que cet avertissement nMnt^ressait que la compagnie, 
*' To prevent the car from leaving the rail.*' Le public avait 
encore plus d'interct au ralentissement de la course, puisque 
la courbe avait pour effet de cacher en partie la vue des 
voitures venant dans un sens contraire. Le cheval ^tait un 
animal sur, facile k conduire, Q.t de fait conduit par un homme 
habitu6 aux chevaux et k la locality. M. le juge Lavergue et 
M. le juge Hall ne Tout pas trouve peureux ou ombrageux. 
Le premier considere que la collision a eu lieu " par le fait du 
cheval du demandeur ou de celui qui le conduisaif M. le 

♦ Cf. per Da VIES, J., at p. 2*.»r). ;)o«f. 
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juge Hall dit qu'en passant le char, le cheval fit un leger 1903 
mouvement k gauche, "his horse made a slight movement ""^-^ — ' 
toward the left/' La majorite de la cour d'appel trouve gT.^^^^Co. 
"que le cheval du demandeur en apergevant la lumifere en ^• 
avant du char, a donn6 un coup de tete vers la gauche/' A 
la vue de ce char allant presqu'^ toute vitesse, lorsqu'il y 
avait a peine place pour la voiture du demandeur sur le 
chemin public, il est surprenant que cette voiture, un tout 
petit cutter, a un seul siege, n'aie pas et6 mise en pieces et 
BOD eonducteur tu6 sur le champ. La compagnie est plus 
redevable a la providence qu'a son employe si elle n'a pas plus 
a payer. 

La decision de cette cour dans Village of Granhy v. Menard 
(16), a ete citee. Mais cette cause etait bien differente de celle- 
ci. Le juge de la premiere instance, qui avait egalement vu les 
temoins, avait ajoute foi aux t^moins de la d6fenderesse de 
preference k ceux du demandeur. Enfin, la preuve etablissait 
qu'il avait eu raison de conclure coiiime il le fit. Ici le juge 
n'a pas de preference pour une classe de teniions; ils sont 
tous egalement comp^tents a ses yeux, et la difficulte con- 
siste a apprecier les faits qui ne sont guere contestables ou 
meme contest^s. II s'agit plutot de savoir si ces faits sont 
suffisants pour rendre Fappelante coupable de la negligence 
qui flit la cause de Faccident; et c'est 1^ seulement qu'il y a 
eu divergence d'opinions. Sur ce point, je partage le senti- 
ment de la cour d'appel, et je suis d'avis de renvoyer Tappel 

avec depens. 

Davies, J. — I agree with the conclusions reached by the 
trial judge, Mr. Justice Lavergne, and by Mr. Justice Hall, 
who delivered a dissenting judgment in the Court of King's 
Bench. 

I have had the advantage of reading the judgment pre- 
pared by my brother Girouard, and have examined the 
different cases to which he calls attention on the doctrine of 
negligence. I am glad to be able to say that there is not any 

(16) 31 Can. S. C. R. 14. 
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1908 difference of opinion between us as to the law on this sub- 
^,'""*"' iect. The difference arises as to its application to the facta 
St. Rt. Co. of this case. 

V. 

MoDouQALL. rji^^ plaintiff, in order that he should recover, was bound 
Datus, J. to prove some negligence on the part of the defendant com- 
pany, which caused the damage he complained of, or some 
facts from which negligence may reasonably be inferred. As 
I gathered from the argument this negligence consisted in 
the rate of speed the car was running at the time iind in the 
absence of a head-light. The rate of speed which the Court 
of King's Bench found the car was running was about 7 
miles an hour. In itself and apart from special circum- 
stanceB this rate does not imply negligenca It is the 
maximum* rate permitted in the City of Montreal, while the 
village through- which the car was running at the time of the 
accident has not established any rate regulating the speed at 
which the cars might be run. There must, therefore, be 
evidence in order to fasten a liability on the defendants that 
the rate of seven miles an hour was, under the circum- 
stances, an improper rate, and next that it caused the acci- 
dent. I can find no such evidence. 

At the time of the argument I was impressed by 
the suggestion of counsel that the sleigh which the in- 
jured plaintiff was driving at the time of the accident 
had slewed down to and across the rail of the track, 
and that the advancing car had struck the sleigh and so 
caused the injury. If this had been so, the questions of 
the rate of speed and the degree of control which the motor- 
man had over the car, together with the absence of a head- 
light, would have assumed greater importance. A careful 
examination of the evidence and the findings of the learned 
trial judge convinces me, however, that this was not the case. 
On the contrary I think it is well established that the head 
or front of the car had passed the plaintiff's sleigh, and that 
when the latter, owing to the shying of the horse, slewed 
towards the car track it struck against the side of the car. 
I am unable to see how the absence of head-lights or the 
degree of speed at which the car was then being propelled 
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had anything to do with the collision. In £act the presence ig08 
cf a bright head-light would be calculated rather to frighten '-"'^ 
hones driving alongside of the car track and meeting the st.^Rt*^. 
advancing car. If the circumstances were such that the .. _*• 

MoDOUOAItL. 

presence of a head-light might have prevented the accident — 
ite absence would then be a matter for serious consideration. * 

But I cannot see how, under the circumstances of this case, 
its absence can be invoked to imply negligence. The facts 
are that either from seeing the ordinary lights of the car, 
or from its noise, or from both combined, the horse shied, 
threw the sleigh against the side of the passing car and so 
caused the damage complained of. It is admitted that the 
road or track along which plaintiff was driving was in a vei^ 
bad condition. But for this the defendant company is in 
no way responsible. If the accident was really caused by the 
bad condition of the road, then it would be the Municipality 
of Verdun and not the street railway company which might 
be held responsible. But upon this point there was only 
slight evidence, and, of course, no opinion as to such liability 
is intended to be expressed by me. 

Something was said during the argument as to the notice 
which the company had put up at this place as a warning to 
ifeeir conductors to go " slow " there, as indicating a know- 
ledge of danger on their part. But the evidence shewed that 
this notice was intended for trains going from east to west 
and towards a curve in the road further west than the place 
of the accident^ and had no reference to oars such as the 
one in question, which had passed the curve and was going 
east towards Monti-eal. 

I think, therefore, that as no negligence on the part of 
the defendant company or its servants has been established, 
the appeal should be allowed, and the judgment of the 
Superior Court restored. 

MiLLS^ J. — In this case I concur in the judgment deli- 
vered by my brother Girouard. The condition of the road 
was very bad, and it required the exercise of great care on 
the part of those in charge of the cars of the company when 



Mills, J. 
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1903 running upon the road. It may be that the company were 
^^"^ not responsible for the condition of the highway, but neither 
St. Rt. Co. were those who were using it as an ordinary highway. What 
MoDoijaALL ^^ ^^ called upon to consider is not how the condition 
of the road arose, or who was responsible for that condi- 
tion, but to recognize it, and to hold that being used by elec- 
tric cars, it became necessary to travel upon it with great 
care, and to proceed at such a rate of speed as would ensure 
as far as possible the safety of those who are travelling upon 
it with sleighs. It appears from the evidence that some 
parts of the sleigh track were very narrow, and in many 
places, especially where the accident occurred, sloped towards 
the track. The night was dark, and the cars could be seen 
but for a short distance, and motorman upon the car was 
unable to see for any considerable distance the vehicles which 
he wsLS approaching upon the road. The persons in the 
sleigh approaching the car, and going towards Verdun, en- 
deavoured to keep away from the car, but on account of the 
steep incline in the road toward the railway track, the sleigh 
slid agiainst the side of the car and seriously injured the re- 
spondent. 

If the car had been moving slowly it might have been 
that little injury would have been done, but on account 
of the rapid motion of the oar the concussion was very 
'great, and the injury which the respondent received was very 
serious. 

1 think, therefore, the Court of King's Bench were 
right in holding that there was negligence; and that we 
ought not to disturb the judgment of the majority of the 
court ])elow. 

The state of the road made it impossible for the re- 
spondent to avoid the collision which took place, and the 
only way to prevent it from being serious was for those 
in charge of the car to move slowly upon the more unsafe 
sections of the road, and thus reduce the chances of collision. 
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Armouk, J. — ^The questians in this appeal involve merely 1903 
matters of fact, and I think it ought to be dismissed. 



Appeal dismissed with costs. 

Solicitors for the appellants : Prefonicme, Archer, Perron 

& Taschereau, 

Solicitors for the respondent: RoiUlard & Rivet, 



MOMTRBAL 

St. Rt. Co. 
modouoall. 



Armour, J. 
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rS. C. Pile No. 2204.] 

THE OTTAWA ELECTRIC RAILWAY CO. v. CITY 

OP OTTAWA. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

Dismissed with costs. 

(30th March, 1904.) 



1904 



fS. C. File No. 2208.] 1903 

WILLIAM G. MacLAUGHLIN et al. (Plaintiffs) *5Jf^oh 26^' 

Ajji) • Appellants, 

THE LAKE ERIE AND DETROIT RIVER RAILWAY 
CO. (Defendants) Respondents. 

On Appeal from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

Appwa—yJurUdMion'—R, 8, C, ch. 1S5, m. 40, 42—60 d 61 Vict, o, 
34 (D.) — Validity of patent — Matter in controversy — Eettention 
of time for appealing — Lapse of order — Practice in office of regis- 
trar — Refusal to approve security bond, 

Aiyproval of a bond of security for costs of appeal will be refused in 
cases where it appears that the court would not have jurisdiction 
to entertain the appeal. 

^ PBE8ENT : The Reoistbab, in Chambers. 
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1903 ^^^n <^&A ^ Qo appeal to the Supreme Court of Canada in an action 

- , - in respect to a patent of invention where the validity of the patent 

MaoLaugh is not in question and it does not appear that the matter in con- 

^^^ troversy exceeds $1»000, the amount limited by the Act. 60 & 61 

Lakb'Erib Vict. ch. 34 (D.)> providing for appeals from the Province of 

AND Dbtroit Ontario. 
RivBB Ry. Go. 

Judgment was pronounced on 12th April, 19Q2. and the time for 
appealing was extended until 30th June, 1902. By an arrange- 
ment between the parties the application for allowance of the 
security bond was not heard until January, 1903, and. on Slst 
Jcmuary, 1903, the ai>plication was refused in the court appealed 
from. 

Held, that upon the delivery of the judgment, in Januar}'. 1903. the 
order extending the time for appealing lapsed and. no further 
extension having been obtained, there was no jurisdiction in the 
Supreme Court of Canada to entertain an appeal brought after 
the expiration of the sixty days limited by section 40 of the 
Supreme and Exchequer Courts Act. 

The power of extending the time for appealing under .section 42 of 
the Supreme and Exchequer Courts Act is vested solely in the 
Court appealed from or a judge thereof. Walmaley v. Oriffith (13 
Can. S. C. R. 434), referred to. 

(Note. — Cf. The Ontario and Quebec Railway Co, v. Marche- 
terre (17 Can, S. C. R. 141). per Strong, J.; Barrett v. Le 8yn- 
dicai Lyonnais du Klondyke (33 Can. S. C. R. 667), and The Cana- 
dian Mutual Loan and Investment Co, v. Lee (34 Can. S. C. B. 
224.) 

MOTION for special Ijave to appeal from the judgment 
of the Court of Appeal for Ontario, reversing the judgment 
at the trial, and dismissing the plaintiff's, appellant's, action 
with costs. 

The questions raised upon the application are stated in 
the judgment of the Registrar, now reported. 

J. A. Ritchie, for the motion. 
McLaurin, contra. 

The Registrar — This is an application on behalf of the 
plaintiffs to allow a bond filed as security for an appeal from 
the judgment of the Court of Appeal for Ontario, to the 
Supreme Court. The facts of the case are as follows : — 



KivBR Rt. €k>. 
The 

RaOIBTRAB. 
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The plaintiflf had a patent for certain brake mechanisms, 1908 
md was desirous of having them placed upon the rolling ' ' ' 
stock of the defendant company. The parties thereupon en- ^^lhT**^ 
tered into an agreement set out in the judgment of Chief , ^'g 
Justice Meredith at the trial, which grants a license and and Dbtroit 
right to use the invention and to equip their rolling stock 
with it. The defendants proceeded to make what they con- ^^^]^ 
sidered improvements to the brake, and placed the improved 
article upon their cars. The plaintiff thereupon brought 
the action, in which he claimed : — 

1. An injunction for infringing upon his patent by using 
the altered brake, and from "masquerading^^ any other 
brake under the name of the plaintiff; 

2. Damages for loss complained of, and costs. 

The defendants admitted in their defence that the altera- 
^tions made by them were covered by the plaintiff's patent 
and were part of his invention, and that they had never 
disputed this fact, and claimed that they were entitled under 
the agreement to alter the brake and use it as so alter.ed upon 
their rolling stock. To this the plaintiff filed a reply, 
alleging that if the defendants were right as to their inter- 
pretation of the agreement, that it was without consideration, 
and that the agreement should be rectified to express the 
true bargain between the parties. 

Judgment in the action was given in favour of the 
plaintiff, enjoining the defendants, their servants, &c., from 
Infringing upon the plaintiff's patent by the use of the 
altered form of brake, or any brake which was an imitation 
of the plaintiff's, and giving costs of the motion, but no 
damages. 

On appeal to the Court of Appeal this judgment was re- 
versed and the action dismissed with costs. The judgment 
of the Court of Appeal was delivered on the 12th April, 
1902. 
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1903 On the 7th June the time for appealing to the Supreme 

~' ' Court of Canada was extended by an order of the Hon. 

LIN Chief Justice Moss until the 30th June, but it was expressly 

Lakb Erie Provided that the order was not to be deemed an allowance of 

Riv*^R^*r^ the appeal. The plaintiff thereupon filed his bond as secu- 

— rity for an appeal to the Supreme Court, and at the same 

Rboistrar. ^i°^G moved for special leave to appeal, and also applied to 

have his security allowed. The motion for special leave to 

appeal was disposed of on the 16th June by the Court of 

Appeal, and an order made dismissing the application with 

costs. The motion to allow the security was dismissed by 

the Hon. Chief Justice Moss on the 31st January, 1903. 

Upon argument before me it was contended very strenu- 
ously by counsel for the appellant to this court, that the 
bond being unexceptionable in form and as a security, that 
the registrar had no option but to make an order allowing 
the same, and that it was a matter « solely for the court's 
determination to consider whether or not there was jurisdic- 
tion to hear the appeal. This contention is opposed to the 
uniform practice in the office of the registrar sitting as a 
judge in chambers, and I need refer to only two decisions of 
the court in support of that statement. The first is Lari- 
viere v. School Commissioners of Three Rivers (1). In this 
case the registrar, upon an application to allow a bond as 
security for an api)eal, held that there was no juris- 
diction in the court to entertain the appeal, and refused to 
allow the security. An appeal was taken from his judgment 
to the present Chief Justice of the Court, where the ruling 
of the registrar was affirmed. From this judgment a further 
appeal was taken to the full court, when the judgment of 
Mr. Justice Taschereau was also affirmed. Again, in the 
later case of Raphael v. MacLaren (2), which wa** also an 
application to the registrar to allow security for costs in an 
appeal, the registrar gave a lengthy judgment refusing the 
application with costs, holding that the case was not one in 
which an appeal lay under section 29 of the Supreme and 
Exchequer Courts Act. His judgment was aJffiruied, on 
appeal, by the Honourable Mr. Justice King. 

(1) 23 Can. S. C. R. 723. (2) 27 Can. S. C. R. 319. 
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I have, therefore, to consider whether this appeal falls 1908 
within any of the provisions of 60 & 61 Vict. ch. 34, which ^. ' „ 
provides for appeals to the Supreme Court of Canada from un 
the Court of Appeal for Ontario, and, leave to appeal having lakbErie 
been refused, the only sections which it could be ^^^^ Rfv^^Rj^Co 
apply to the present appeal are sub-sections (b) and (c). — 
The latter requires that the matter in controversy shall ex- Kkgiptrab. 
ceed $1,000. No damages were given at the trial and no 
evidence hos been adduced to shew that the matter in con- 
troversy did exceed $1,000. This sub-section, tlierefore, does 
not help the appellant. Sub-section (b) grants an appeal 
where the validity of a patent is aflFected. Although this 
action has to do with a patent, in my opinion, no contesta- 
tion arose with respect to its validity. 

For these reasons I would, if compelled to dispose of tihe 
matter on thisi ground only, hold that the case was not 
appealable to the Supreme Court of Canada. 

Aside, however, from thia question, it is also, in my 
opinion, clear that the present application is too late. Sec- 
tion 40 of the Supreme and Exchequer Courts Act provides 
as follows: — 

Elxcept as otherwise provided, every appeal shall be brought with- 
in sixtj days from the signing or entry or pronouncing of the judg- 
ment appealed from. 

And by sec. 42 it is provided that the court appealed 
from, or 

a judge thereof may, under special circumstances, allow an appeal 
notwithstanding that the same is not brought within the time herein- 
before prescribed in that behalf. 

It has been held in this court, Walmsley v. Griffith (1), 
that the power to extend the time for bringing an appeal 
to the Supreme Court under section 42, is vested solely in 
the court or a judge thereof, from which the appeal is taken. 






(1) 13 Can. S. C. R. 434. 
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1903 Judgment having been pronounced in the Court of 

-^ ^7~^ Appeal on the 12th April, 1902, the time for appealing 

LIN would have expired at the latest on the 12th June following. 

Lake Erik This time, however, was extended by the order above referred 

Rf^iRTcS *° ^* ^^ '^^^ "^^^^^ ^^^ ^^^ ^^^ ^^^ extended the time 

— until the 30th day of June, and no further order was there- 
Thk 
RsoiBTBAR. after obtained from the court below extending the time for 

taking the appeal. 

It is quite true that some agreement was come to between 
the solicitors for the parties whereby the application to have 
the security allowed was not brought on for final determina- 
tion until the month of January, and the order refusing to 
allow the security was only made, as above mentioned, on 
the 31st January, 1903. 

Assuming that the effect of the arrangement between the 
parties was to extend the time for bringing the appeal until 
an order was finally made upon the application to allow the 
security, it appears to me that, once the order of the 31st 
January was made, the virtue and power of the order of the 
7th June entirely disappeared, and tliat upon the making of 
that order the parties were practically in the same positioii 
as if the order of the 7th June never had been made. There 
is, therefore, now no order in existence extending the time 
in which the appeal may be brought, and the period of sixty 
days provided by section 40 of the Act has long since 
gone by. 

Under these circumstances, I am of the opinion that I 
have no jurisdiction to allow security for this appeal. 

The application is therefore dismissed with costs. 

Application dismissed with costs. 

Solicitors for the appellants: Fleming, WigU & Rodd, 
Solicitor for the respondents: J. H Cobum. 
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fS. C. File No. 2211.] 

POOLE V. THE ONTABIO BANK. 
APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 



Dismissed with costs. 



(30th November, 1903.) 



1903 



[S. C. File No. 2227.] 

POUPOBE V. THE KING. 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 

The questions raised on this appeal involved merely 
matters of fact in dispute between the contractors for cer- 
tain works on Division 3 of the Williamsburg Canals, which 
had been referred to and decided by the Exchequer Court 
by the judgment appealed from. 

Written notes of reasons for judgment were delivered by 
their Lordships, Justices Nesbitt and Killam, simply review- 
ing the evidence. 

The appeal was dismissed with costs. 

(30th March, 1904.) 



1904 



[S. C. File No. 2229.1 



CITY OF MONTBEAL v. 0\SHEA. 



1903 



APPEAL from the judgment^ of the Court of King's 
Bench, Province of Quebec, affirming the decision of the 
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1908 Superior Court, District of Montreal, awarding O'Shea 

,^""' ' $2,600 for breach of conditions of the leai^e of a stall in 
City of 

Montreal Bonsecours market, which had been leased to him, but of 
OShea. which he never got possession. 

The city contended that the lease was made through a 
mistake of one of its employees, who was deceived and mis- 
led by false representations made by O'Shea in respect to an 
exchange of stalls between himself and another lessee. 

The appeal was dismissed with costs. 

(20th October, 1903.) 



[S. C. File No. 2236.] 

DOGHERTY, v. JENKINS. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Prince Edward 
Island. 

Dismissed with costs for want of prosecution. 

(12th October, 1903.) 



rS. C. Pile No. 2238.] 

THE GRAND TRUNK RAILWAY CO. v. MANN. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (1 Oni 
L. R. 487), affirming the judgment of Falconbridge. CJ., 
upon the second trial, who found the question of law settled 
as reported in 32 0. R. 240, and the other issues in favour 
of the plaintiffs, assessed the damages at $350 and ordered 
an injunction as prayed. 

The case was first tried by Meredith, C.J., whose judg- 
ment is reported in 32 0. R. 240. The Court of Appeal, on 
the ground that there had been a misunderstanding as to the 
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extent of the defendants' admission in respect to the re- 1903 
moval of gravel, gave them the option of a new trial upon qrand Trunk 
payment of costs of the former trial and of the appeal and, Ry. Co. 
in default, dismissed the appeal with costs. Mann. 

Upon the second trial the judgment was as above noted. 

On a second appeal, the judgment of the Court of Appeal 
for Ontario affirmed the decision of Meredith, C. J., full notes 
of reasons being given by Moss, C.J. (not reported); Gar- 
row, J., concurred, and Osier, J. (dvbitante), agreed to the 
dismissal of the appeal. 

The defendants' appeal to the Supreme Court of Canada 
was dismissed with cosIjj. 

(30th November, 1903.) 



[S. C. File No. 2239.] 

THE S.S. " WESTPHALIAN " v. DESROCHERS. 

APPEAL from the Quebec Admiralty Division of the 
Exchequer Court of Canada withdrawn. 

Withdrawn. 

(29th June, 1903.) 



[S. C. Pile No. 2244.] 

THE SS. '' BADEN '' v. BOAK. 

APPEAL from iho Xova Scotia Admiralty Division of 
the Exchequer Court of Canada. 

Settled out of Court. 

(9th October, 1903.) 

c— 20 
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1903 [S. C. File No. 2246.] 

THE CITY OF HALIFAX v. THE ATTORNEY- 
GENERAL FOR NOVA SCOTIA. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Comt of Nova Scotia. 
Case filed, 22nd June, 1903; no proceedings had eince. 



1904 


[S. C. File No. 2246.] 


*Much 8. 
'Much 10. 


TURNER V. COWAN. 



Varying minutes of judgment — Be-payment of cost$ — Jurisdiction. 

MOTION" on behalf of the appellant for an order to 
vary the minutes of judgment as settled under the deciaion 
of the Supreme Court of Canada allowing the appeal (34 
Can. S. C. R. 160), from the Supreme Court of British 
Columbia, by adding a direction that the respondents should 
repay to the appellant the costs which he had been obliged to 
pay them, imder threat of execution, pending the appeal in 
the Supreme Court of Canada. 

May, for the motion. 
Smellie, contra. 

After hearing counsel for both parties the court reserved 
judgment, and, on a subsequent day, dismissed the motion 
withi costs. In delivering the judgment of the court, the 
Chief Justice stated that the matter in question could be 
dealt witli only in the Supreme Court of British Columbia, 
from which the appeal had been taken. 

Motion dismissed with costs. 



* Present : 8ib Elz£:ab Taschebeau. C.J.. and Sbdqewick. 

OlBOUABD, DaVIES. NEBBriT and KiLLAlC, JJ. 
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fS. C. File No. 2252.] 1906 

WAEBURTON v. THE ATTOBNEY-GENERAL FOR *March 6. 

CANADA. 

Ewpropria tion — Compensai ion — Damages, 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. The 
judgment appealed from awarded compensation for lands 
taken, on expropriation, and damages incident to such expro- 
priation, and the appeal was to have the amounts so awarded 
increased upon the evidence of record. 

John H, Moss, for the appellant. 

Lemieux, K.C., Solicitor-General for Canada, for the 
respondent 

The judgment of the court was delivered by 

Idington, J. — I see no good reason for allowing this 
appeal. The learned judge had ample evidence before 
him to entitle him to find thereon as he has, and held that 
such evidence outweighed that i^Thich naturally seems to 
appellant of more weight 

No question of law is involved. No question is raised 
of the legal principles that must guide a trial judge in 
estimating the proper compensation for the land tliat the 
Crown has duly expropriated and the injuriously affecting 
that which remained the property of the appellant. 

I think the appeal should be dismissed with costs. 

Appeal dismissed with costs. 

Solicitor for the appellant: E, B. Williami,, 
Solicitor for the respondent: F. L. Hasard. 



♦Present: Sib Elz£ab Taschereau. (\.T., nnd Seugewick. 
OxsouASD, IDINOTON and Maclennan, J J. 
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1903 [S. C. File No. 2256.] 

r— ' 

HAYES V. THE KING. 

APPEAL from the judgment of the Supreme Court of 
British Columbia, upon a Crown case reserved. 

Abandoned. 

(29tli September, 1903.) 



[S. C. File No. 2261.] 

HUGGLES V. MIDDLETON AND VICTORIA BEACH 

RAILWAY CO. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 

Discontinued. 

(14th. October, 1903.) 

(See 35 N. S. Rep. 663.) 



[S. C. Pile No. 2268.] 

WALLACE V. RITCHIE. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 
Dismissed with costs. 
(5th December, 1903.) 
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[S. C. FUe No. 2271.] 1904 

•McNAUGHTON v. HUDSON. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 
Settled out of court after hearing on the merits. 
(13th February, 1904.) 



rS. C. Pile No. 2272.] 1903 

VINCENT V. MONTBBAL STEEET RAILWAY CO. *Oct'^. 

Operation of tramtoau — Negligence — Dangerous way — Removal of 

ice and »now — Right of way, 

APPEAL from the Court of Review, at Montreal. 

The judgment appealed from affirmed the decision of 
Archibald, J., at the trial, dismissing the plaintiff's action 
with costs. 

The action was for damages sustained while the plaintiff 
was driving along the street railway tracks, on a public 
highway of the City of Montreal, between high banks 
of snow and ice which had accumulated on both sides 
of the tramway, in the month of March, 1902. As the car 
came along the tracks, behind the plaintiff's vehicle, warn- 
ing was given by sounding the gong and the rate of speed 
was reduced ; plaintiff, however, delayed getting off the tracks 
until the car was very close to him, and then, in turning out 
to the side of the street, his sleigh slid on the inclined banks, 
was struck by the side of the car and the injuries complained 
of were sustained. 



^ Present : Sib EiLzHUs Taschebeau, C.J., and Sedoewick, 
OiBOUABD, Da VIES. Nesbitt and KnxAic^ JJ. 
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1908 The trial judge held that the tramway company had 

. Vincent *^® right of way on the line of its tramway, that the injuries 

» sustained were the direct result of the plaintiflP^s own impm- 

^f ONTRKAIi St 

Ry. Co. dence and dismissed the action with costs. 

Beaudm, K.C., and Desavlniers, for the appellant. 
Archer, K.C., for the respondents. 

After hearing counsel for both parties, the court reserved • 
judgment and, on a subsequent day, the judges being 
equally divided in opinion, the appeal stood dismissed with 
costs. 

Appeal dismissed with costs. 



1904 [S. C. File No. 2273.] 

WHELAN V. McDOUGALL. 

APPEAL from the Court of King's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Dismissed with costs. 

(10th March, 1904.) 



1903 fS. C. File No. 2275.] 

BRUHM V. FORD et al. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 
Settled out of court. 
(3rd December, 1903.) 
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[S. C. File No. 2277.] 1908 

THE MONTREAL STREET RAILWAY CO. v. 

CARROLL. 

APPEAL from the Court of Review at Montreal. 

Settled out of court. 

(22ncl September, 1903.) 



rS. C. Pile No. 2280.1 1S>04 

THE CONSUMERS' ELECTRIC COMPANY (Defend- '^y^^' 
ants), (Appellants, *J""«®- 

AND 

THE OTTAWA ELECTRIC COMPANY (Plaintiffs), 

Respondents. 

Electric lightinff — Tenm of franchise agreement — Vbc of highwajf — 

Poles and icires. 

On appeal from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

APPEAL from the judgment of the Court of Appeal for 
Ontario, on an appeal by the plaintiffs, varying the judgment 
of MacMahon, J., by striking out the 7th paragraph thereof 
and dismissing a cross-appeal by the defendani«i with costs. 

The companies were carrying on business in the City of 
Ottawa, in Ontario, supplying light, heat and power by elec- 
tricity under the terms of franchise agreements with the city 
giving them the right to use the streets for the erection of 
poles with wires for the distribution of electricity. The agree- 
ments were practically in the same terms and subject to the 

♦ Pbesent : Sib ElzSar Taschereau. C.J., and Sedgewick. 
GiRouABD, Davies and Killam, J J. 
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1904 condition that the consent and approval of the city engineer 

CoNsuMBBs' ^ould be obtained prior to the location of the polee. The 

Klbo. Co. plaintiflfs had poles with wires erected on the streets, with the 

Ottawa Elio. necessary consent and approval, for some years before the 

defendant company was organized. On commencing business 

the defendants obtained the approval of locations by the city 

engineer, and proceeded to erect poles and to string wire in 

close proximity to the existing poles and wires of the plaintiff 

company, interfering, as wa.s alleged, with the transmission 

of electricity on the plaintiff's poles and otherwise causing 

damages and danger by induction, etc. 

The action claimed an injunction to restrain the defend- 
ants from erecting and maintaining poles and wires in prox- 
imity to the plaintiff's poles and wires, to compel the re- 
moval of poles and wires already erected upon certain streets, 
and asked for damages caused by unlawful interference with 
tlie plaintiffs' system then in operation. 

On the trial of the cause the judge's decision was gen- 
erally in favour of the plaintiffs; it ordered the removal of 
certain poles erected by the defendants, restrained them 
from erecting or maintaining poles with wires within three 
feet of the plaintiff's wires, etc., and, by the seventh para- 
graph of the judgment, it was provided as follows : 

** 7. Notwithstanding anything contained in the preceding para- 
graphs hereof, the defendants shall be at liberty to erect poles on 
such streets in the pleadings mentioned as were prior to tlie com- 
mencemeot of this action occupied by poles and wires of the 
plaintiffs, and to bo at, where necessary, a less distance than three 
feet therefrom, provided that before using any such poles the de- 
fendants shall protect the plaintiffs' wires by insulators or othei 
devices sufficient for such purpose to the satisfaction of Newton J. 
Ker, the city engineer of the City of Ottawa.*" 

The judgment appealed from allowed the plaintiffs' appeal 
with costs, and ordered the judgment of the trial judge to be 
amended by striking out the above quoted paragraph, other- 
wise the said judgment was affirmed and the cross-appeal was 
dismisJsed with costs. 
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On an appeal to the Supreme Court of Canada, after 1904 
hearing counsel on behalf of both parties, judgment was re- ' ' , 
served and, upon suggestion of the court, the following con- Blko. Co. 
sent was filed by the respondents: Ottawa Elio. 

" In deference to the suggestion of the court, but without admit- ^• 

tiog that the appellants have any proper right to maintain poles be- 
tween the wires of the respondents at a less distance than three 
feet, the respondents are willing and hereby ofTer to undertake to 
move their wires so that they will be at least three feet from the 
poles and wires of the appellants, as they existed at the commence- 
ment of this action, on such of the streets in the pleadings mentioned 
as were prior to the commencement of this action occupied by poles 
and wires erected on both sides thereof-" 

On a subsequent day, the appeal was dismissed with costs, 
the judgment appealed from to be, howeyer, modified in 
c^nformit}' to the conpent filed by the respondents' counsel 
at the argument. 

Appeal dismissed with costs. 

Riddell, K.C., and Olyn Osier, for the appellants. 

Oeorge F, Henderson and D. J. McDougal, for the re- 
spondents. 



fS. C. Pile No. 2291.] 

SALE V. WATTS. 

MOTION for special leave to appeal from the Court of 
Appeal for Ontario. 

Dismissed with costs. 

vSth January, 1904.) 



[S. C. File No. 2292.] 

In re SAEAH MENARD. 

Habeas corpus — Criminal appeals — Grand jurors — S€lecti<m of 



1904 



talesmen — Jurisdiction. •March 29. 

APPEAL from the order of Sedgewick, J., refusing an 
application for a writ of habeas corpus upon commitment to 

•Present: Sib Elz^ab Tascuebeau, C.J., and Sedoewick, 
GnouABD, Da VIES and Killam, JJ. 
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1904 the Mercer Reformatory, at Toronto, under conviction for 
ljj\^ theft at the Fall Assizes for the (bounty of Carleton, in 
Menard. Ontario (1903). 

The petitioner took objection to the regularity of her trial 
and conviction on the ground that the presiding judge, 
MacMahon, J., without ajiy request having been previou.^ly 
made for the appointment of a talesman to serve on the 
grand jury which found the indictment, and without directing 
the sheriff to select a talesman, in the manner provided by the 
statute in that behalf, permitt^ an intruder, ostensibly placed 
there as a talesman, to serve on said grand jury and take part 
in the presentment. 

Upon the motion by way of appeal coming on to be heard, 

Mdhon, for the appellant, asked leave to withdraw the appeal, 

stating that, as now advised, it appeared that the redress 

sought could be granted only by the Court of Appeal for 

Ontario. 

Appeal withdrawn accordingly. 



1904 [S. C. File No. 2296.] 

^ — ^— • 

•Nov. 4. LISGAR ELECTION CASE; WOODS et al. v. 

STEWART. 

Controverted election — Ahatement of appeal — DisBoluiion of Pariia^ 

ment — Return of deport — Practice, 

APPEAL from the Controverted Elections Court (14 
j\raii. Hep. 268), reporting that corrupt practice-^ had not 
prevailed extensively at the election in question, and that the 
evidence did not warrant further inquiry into the matters 
complained of by the petitioners. 

At the time when the appeal came on for hearing thare 
had been a dissolution of the Parliament in which the re- 

* Present : Sir Klz£ab Taschebeau, C.J., and Sedoewick. 
GiBOUARD. Davies and Nesbitt, JJ. 
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rpondent had been returned as the member elected, and it 1904 
was ordered that judgment should be entered declaring that — . — 
the petition had abated by reason of the dissolution of Parlia- Lisoab 
ment, and that the petitioners were entitled to be re-paid the 
amount deposited in the oflSce of the prothonotary of the 
Court of King's Bench for Manitoba, b& security *for the 
costs of the petition and of the appeal with accrued interest. 



[S. C. File No. 2300. | 

McLaughlin carriage co. v. wickwire. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 
Dismissed with costs. 
(23rd Mey, 1904.) 



[S. C. File No. 2303.] 

DINELI^ V. BOURDON. 

APPEAL from the Court of Review, at Montreal. 

The parties were heard and judgment was reserved. 
On a subsequent day the appeal was dismissed with costs, 
the judgment appealed from, however, to be varied, and the 
words " casse et annule a toutes fins que de droit Facte de 
societe intervenu entre les parties, passe devant le notaire 
H. P. Pepin, le 3 decembre, 1901,^' to be struck out from 
the dispositif of the judgment of the Superior Court. 

(16th May, 1904.) 



316 SUPREME COURT CASES. 

1904 [S. C. File No. 2304.] 

•M^yie '^'HE QUEBEC NOETH SHORE TURNPIKE ROAD 

TRUSTEES (Defendants) Appellants, 

AND 

HIS MAJESTY THE KING (Plaintiff). . .Respondext. 

ON APPEAL FROM THE EXCHEQUER COURT OF CANADA. 

Breach of trust — Interest on bonds — Unlawful acts by Crown 
officials — Ultra vires — WithKolding interest from Crown — Neces- 
sity of impleading other interested parties — Practice, 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada (8 Ex. 
C. E. 390), which had maintamed an information by the 
Attorney-General for Canada seeking the recovery of interest 
upon certain bonds of the trustees, defendants, held by the 
Government of the Dominion of Canada, as trustee for the 
Provinces of Upper and Lower Canada, under the provisions 
of the British Noi-th America Act, 1867. 

On the opening of the appellants' arguments it appeared 
that, while some interest had been paid on similar bonds to 
other bondholders, the trustees had, for a number of years, 
ceased to pay any interest upon the bonds held by the Crown, 
but had applied the whole of the funds available for dividends 
to the payment of interest on the other bonds. 

Counsel were stopped by the court announcing that the 
argument could not be further proceeded with until the other 
bondholders were made parties to the cause, and that the 
responsibility of having them added rested with the Crown. 
The court also announced that the form of the order to be 
made would be dealt with on a subsequent day, wheOi 

Sedge WICK, J. (for the court) ordered: — That the appeal 
should not now be heard, but that the judgment appealed 
from should be opened and the matter remitted to the 



• Pbesent : Sedoewick, Girouard, Davibs, Nesbitt tod 
KnxAM. JJ. 
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Exchequer Court of Canada for the purpose of having repre- 1904 
sentation therein of all necessary parties according to the ^"""^ 
due practice of the said court, before final judgment should North Shork 
be given by tiie court therein. rd. trustees 

V. 

Ordered accordingly. "^"^ ^*^^^- 

Stuart, K.C., and Lafteer, K.C., for the appellants. 
Shepley, K.C., for the respondent. 

[Ed. Note. — The case subsequently came up on another appeal 
which was dismissed with costs. See report 38 Can. S. C. R. 62.] 



[S. 0. File No. 2307.] 

ABMSTRONG v. BEAUCHEMIN. 

APPEAL from the Court of King's Bench, Province of 
Quebec, appeal side. 

Dismissed with costs. 

(16th May, 1904.) 

(See 6 Que. P. E. 128.) 



[S. C. Pile No. 2308.] 

BUCHANAN v. CROWE. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 
Dismissed with costs for want of prosecution. 
(14th March, 1904.) 

(See 36 N. S. Rep. 1.) 
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1904 [S. C. File No. 2312.] 

•M»roh22: BRESXAN ET AL. V. BISXAW ET AL. 

ON APPEAL FROM THE COURT OF APPBAX, FOR ONTARIO. 

Appeal — Jurisdiction — Amount in coniroverap — Adding interest to 
judgment— 60 d 61 Vict, ch. S4 {D.)—R. S, O. (1897) ch, 51, 
a. 116. 

In an app^ from the Province of Ontario, interest allowed by sta- 
tute cannot be added to the amount of the judgments recovered 
in order to make the case appealable de piano under the provtsioiis 
of the Act, 60 & 61 Vict. ch. 34 (D.). Touaaignant v. County of 
Nicolet (32 Can. S. C. R. 353), followed. 

Motion for the approval of a bond for security for costa 
of an appeal from the judgment of the Court of Appeal for 
Ontario, affirming the judgment of the Divisional Court, 
which had reduced the verdict in favour of the plaintiffs to 
the amount of $1,000, with eosts. 

The questions at issue upon the motion are stated in the 
judgment of the Registrar, now reported. 

Gorman, K.C., for the motion. 
G. F. Henderson, contra. 

The Reoistrak — This is an application for an order 
allowing a bond filed by the appellants, as security for the 
costs of an appeal from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. Xo 
(.xception is taken to the form of the bond, nor as to the 
financial qualification of the parties thereto. The respondent, 
however, objects that the case is not one in which an appeal 
lies de piano. 

The facts as disclosed by the affidavits and material 
filed shew that the respondents brought an action against 
the appellants and recovered judgment for the sum of $3,000. 
On appeal to the Divisional Court of Ontario, judgment was 
directed to be entered, on 27th April, 1903, against tie de- 



* Fbesent : The Rsgistbab, in ChamberB. 
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fendants, present appellants, for $1,000 and costs. From this 1904 
judgment an appeal was taken by the present appellants to ' ^ 

the Court of Appeal, which was dismissed, on the 25th Janu- btal. 
ary, 1904, and it is from this latter judgment that the ap- bisnaw w al. 
pellants now propose to carry an appeal to the Supreme z— 
Court of Canada. Rioistbar. 

The question to be decided is whether or not there can be 
taken into consideration interest since the 2?th April, 1903, 
on the said judgment for $1,000, so as to bring the ca^e with- 
in the provisions of the Act, 60 & 61 Vict. ch. 34, w'hich, by 
Bub-section (c), provides that an appeal should not lie unless 

the matter in controversy in the Appeal exceeds the sum or value of 
$1,000 exclusiye of costs. 

The right to interest on the judgment depends solely 
upon section 116 of the " Ontario Judicature Act," which will 
be found in the Revised Statutes of Ontario (1897), ch. 51, 
which reads as follows : — 

Unless it is otherwise ordered by the court, a verdict or judg- 
ment shall bear interest from the time of the rendering of the ver- 
dict or of giving the judgment, as the case may be, notwithstanding 
proceedings in the action, whether in the court in which the action 
is pending or in appeal. 

I have read, I think, all the decisions of this court which 
bear upon tht question and I have been unable to find one ex- 
pressly in point, although some of the cases which arose in 
the Province of Quebec, under section 29 of the Supreme and 
Exchequer Courts Act, appear to me to support the conten- 
tion that, in determining the matter in controversy, we can 
only look at the amount of the judgment. Vide Champaux 
v. Lap%erre{l); Gendron v. Macdmujall{l). 

This is the construction which has been placed upon 
corresponding provisions regulating appeals in the Province 
of Ontario from the Divisional Court to the Court of Ap- 
peal. In the case of Foster v. Emory (2), it was held tliat 

(1) Cout. Dig. 56. (2) 14 Ont. P. R. 1. 
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1904 tho provisions of the Ontario Act, R. S. 0. (1887) ch. 51, s. 
' 148, which provided, amongst other things, as follows: — 

^, In case a party to a cause wherein the sum in dispute upon the 

BisNAW BT AL. Eppcal ezceeds $100. exclusive of costs, is dissatisfied with the decision 
zr~ of the judge, upon an application for a new trial, he may appeal 

KsQisTRAR. *o *^® Court of Appeal, 

would not allow an appeal where interest required to be 
added to a judgment for $100 to give jurisdiction. Mr. Jus- 
tice Maclennan, in that case, said: — 

By section 148 of the Revised Statutes of Ontario (1887) ch« 
51, the right to appeal depends upon the sum in dispute upon the 
appeal. I think the sum in dispute is the $100 for which judgment 
was given, and that alone. The interest which lias since accrued is 
not in dispute, and never was, and could not be; it is given by the 
statute as the result of the judgment. It is the judgment that is in 
appeal, not its results or consequences, and the judgment is only 
for $100. 

Again in the case of Sproule v. Wilson (1), the decision 
in FosUr v. Emory (2), was applied and affirmed, both by the 
Master in Chambers, and on appeal, by the Honourable Mr. 
Justice Sose. 

The question, I think, is covered by the judgment in 
Chowdry v. Chowdry (3). In that case there was a judgment 
of the court of first instance for a sum under the amount 
required to permit of an appeal to the Judicial Coinmittee of 
the Privy Council, but, if interest on the judgment were * 
added, the amount involved would be amply sufficient to give 
jurisdiction. The judgment of the Judicial Committee was 
delivered by Lord Chelmsford, in which he says: — 

It has been determined, a short time ago, by their Lordships, in the 
case of Hoy v. Gnne$chundert that the Sndder Courts have no authority, 
under the order in council of the 10th of April, 1888, to add the interest 
accruing subsequent to the decree to the capital sum for the purpose of 
reaching the appealable amount. 

The order in council reads as follows: — 

That from and after the 81st day of December next, no appeal 
to Her Majesty, Her Heirs and Successors, in council, shall be 

(1) in Ont. P. R. 349. (2) 14 Ont. P. R. 1. 

(3) 8 Moo. Ind. App. 262. 
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allowed by any of Her Majesty's Sapreme Goorts of Judicature at 1904 

Fort William, in Bengal, Fort St. George, Bombay, or the Ciourt — ^^.^ 

of Judicature of Prince of Wales Island, Singapore, and Malacca, Brmnan 

or by any of the courts of Sudder, Dewanny, Adawlut, or by any "Tal. 

other courts of judicature in the territories under the government of Bibnaw ct al. 

the Eiast India Ck)mpany, unless the petition for that purpose be -~- — 

Thk 
presented within six calendar months from the day of the date of Rsqistrab 

the judgment, decree or decretal order complained of, and unless 

the value of the matter in dispute in such appeal shall amount to 

the sum of ten thousand company's rupees, «at least. (MacQueen's 

Privy Ck>uncil Practice, p. 728.) 

The view taken by Mr. Justice Maelennan, and as I 
think, by the Judicial Cbmniittee, in the last mentioned case, 
appears to me to be the correct one. The interest is payable 
pursuant to the section of the Judicature Act to which I have 
referred, and is a matter, in my opinion, collateral altogether 
to the judgment, and should not be taken into consideration 
in considering the amount involved in the appeal. This vie^ 
ifc in accord with the decision of the Supreme Court in the 
case of Toussignani v. The County of Nicolet (6), where the 
present Chief Justice said: 

It is settled law that neither the probative force of a judgment 
oor its collateral effects, nor any contingent loss that a party may 
suffer by reason of a judgment, are to be taken into consideration 
when our jurisdiction depends upon the pecuniary amount, or upon 
any of the subjects mentioned in section 29 of the Supreme Court 
Act. 

I am of the opinion, therefore, that no appeal lies in the 
present case, and the motion to allow the security is, there- 
fore, refused with costs. 

Motion refused with costs. 

Solicitors for the appellants: DuVemd, Jones, Ross A 
Ardagh. 

Solicitor for the respondents: //. A. Stewart. 

(5) 32 Can. S. C. R. 863. 
c— 21 
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1906 [S. C. File No. 2313.] 

THE KRAMEB-IRWIN BOCK AND ASPHALT CO. ▼. 

THE CITY OF HAMILTON. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

Discontinued. 

(22nd February, 1905.) 



1904 [S. C. PUe No. 2314.] 

•l&Sh» '^^^ LONDON STREET RAILWAY CO. v. THE CITY 

OP LONDON. 

Bpeoidl foatw to appeal — Ditcretion — Matter t» coiUrovertt. 



r ' 



MOTION for special leave to appeal from the Court of 
Appeal for Ontario. 

(See 9 Ont. L. R. 439.) 

The only notes of reasons delivered were as follows: — 

Nesbitt, J. — The questions are in. regard to the issue of 
a mandatory order respecting the running of cars and when 
the city can demand extensions of the lines of tracks. I 
do not see that the questions involved are of a character to 
warrant the exercise of the discretion of the court in giving 
special leave. 

Motion refused with costs. 

Hellmuth, K.C., for the motion. 
Aylesworth, K.C., contra. 

• Present : Sir Elz^ab Taschebkau. C.J., and Sbdobwick. 
Davies, Nesbitt, and Killam, JJ. ! 
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[S. C. FUe No. 2318.] JfJ* 

•Hareh25. 

THE ALGOMA CENTRAL AND HUDSON BAY 
BAILWAY CO. v. PBASBB. 

Practice — Non-proaeeution of motion. 

On a NOTICE of MOTION for special leave to appeal 
from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

Dmton^ K.C., for the respondent, Praser, informed the 
court that he appeared pursuant to the notice returnable on 
25th March, 1904. The appellants did not appear to sup- 
port the motion. 

The motion was dismissed with costs, which were fixed 
by the court at $50. 

Motion dismissed with costs. 

^ Present : Sib ElzSab Taschebeau. C. J., and Sedoewick, 
GiBOUABD, Davies and Killam, JJ. 



[S. C. File No. 2320.] 1907 

In re TOLLS ON CAXApiAN PACIFIC EAILWAY. 

REFERENCE by the Govemor-in-Council under sec. 37 
of the SupkTeme and Exchequer Courts Act a^ amended by 54 
& 55 Vict. ch. 25, sec. 4. 

Standing for Hearing. 

(1st Junp, 1907.) 
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1904 [s. C. File No. 2321.1 

'" 1 ' 

THE GRAHAM MAFCJFACTUEING CO. v. ELLIS. 
APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Cai^a. 
Withdrawn. 
(7th June, 1904.) 



[S. C. File No. 2324.] 

THE GEAND TRUNK RAILWAY CO. v. H0CKLE5Y 

AND DAVIS. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

Dismissed with costs. 
(23rd May, 1904.) 



[S. C. File No. 2327.] 

LEWTN V. LEWIN. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New Brunswick. 

Struck off the roll of cases inscribed for hearing on re- 
quest of counsel. 

(20th May, 1904. 

(See 30 N. B. Rep. 365.) 
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[S. C. File No. 2330.] ]^ 

•Nov. 29. 

KNOCK V. OWEN. '^^o- i- 



Vatying minute* of judammU — DMtion of oo»i9 — Appettani partly 

9ucce»sful, 

MOTION to vary the minutes of judgment (35 Can. S. 
C. R. 168) ^ settled by the registrar, or for amendment of 
the judgment by declaring the appellant entitled to her 
costs in the Supreme Court of Canada and in the courts 
below, on the ground that, as she had succeeded on one pointy 
and in part as to another point, the costs ought to be al- 
lowed in her favour in the first ease, and ought not to go 
against her in the other. 

Wade, K.C., for the motion. 
W. B. A, Ritchie, K.C., contra. 

The following memorandum was delivered by Qirouard, 
J., upon the dismissal of the motion. 

OiROUARD, J. — The court has already disposed of this 
particular matter in our formal judgment, where we read: 
" No costs of this appeal, and no interference with the dis- 
position of the costs in the courts below " (1). The question 
of costs had been fully considered by the court when that 
judgment was rendered, and when we did so we did not 
overlook the fact that the appellant had partially succeeded. 
But such partial modification of the judgment appealed 
from does not alter the fact that substantially the respon- 
dent succeeded in both courts. 

We, therefore, see no reason to induce us to reverse 
ourselves. • 

Motion dismissed with costs. 



^ Present : Oirouabd, Davuss, NEsarrr, and Killam, JJ. 
(1) Cf. 35 Can. S. C. R., at p. 174, per Davies, J. 
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1904 [S. C. Pile No. 2339.] 
•jSSes' "^^^ JOHN DICK CO. (Defendants) Appellants, 

AND 

WILLIAM H. GORDANEER (Plaintiff). .Respondent. 

ON APPEAL FROM THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE FOE 

ONTARIO. 

Right of appeal^-62 Vict, e. 11, t. rt (Ont.JSpecial leave to op- 
peiU per aaltum — Queetione in controversy — Negligence — Dem^ 
ogee — Amendment of pleadiinge—Rule SlS—Noneuit — Verdiet— 
Procedure^ 

Since the enactment of the 27th section of chapter 11 of the atatatn 
of Ontario^ 62 Vict. (1889), a party appealing to a Divisional 
Court of the High Court, in a case where an appeal lies to the 
Court of Appeal for Ontario, Las no right of appeal from the 
judgment of such Diyisional Court to the Supreme Court of Can- 
ada, without special leave. Farquharton v. The Imperial OH Co. 
(80 Can. S. O. R. 188), dUUnguished. 

In the present case, as the findings of the jury, upon which a tci^ 
diet was entered, made it apparent that there was no necessity for 
amending the statement of claim or for any additional finding eC 
a controversial fact, the Divisional Court was justified in permit- 
ting an amendment claiming damages as well under the Ontario 
Workmen's Compensation for Injuries Act as at common law. 

MOTION for special leave to appeal per saMum from 
the judgment of a Divisional Court of the High Court of 
Justice for Ontario, affirming the judgment of the trial 
court in favour of the plaintiff for $1,250 with costs. 

A similar motion was refused by the registrar, in cham- 
bers (23rd May, 1904), and a motion, by way of appeal from 
him to a judge of the Supreme Court, in Chambers, was re- 
ferred to the full court by Mr. Justice Nesbitt. 

The circumstances under which the motions were made 
ane stated in the following judgment by 

The Begistrar. — This is an application on behalf of 
the defendants for leave to appeal per saltum from a judg- 

^ PBB8ENT : Sedokwick, Gibouabd, Dayiks, NssBTfT and 
KnxAM, JJ. 
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ment of a Divisional Court of Ontario affirming the judg- 1904 
ment entered at the trial in favour of the plaintiff, upon ^ — • — ' 
the findings of the jury, awarding the plaintiff $1,250 dam- ^^^q^^ 
ages. The action was instituted by the plaintiff claiming «• 
damages for the injury which he sustained through the — 
negligence of the defendant company in providing defec- ftj^J^JJ^j 
tive and unsafe machinery in their factory. The action was 
framed claiming damages for negligence at common law, 
arid was not coupled with a claim under the Ontario Work- 
men's Compensation for Injuries Act, but the Divisional 
Court, being satisfied with the findings of the jury, allowed 
the pleadings to be amended so as to claim compensation 
under this Act, although the plaintiff might not have been 
able to succeed at common law. 

Under the practice which obtains in the Province of 
Ontario, the defendants, having appealed to the Divisional 
Court, had no further appeal to the Court of Appeal, except 
by special leave of that court. They, thereupon, applied for 
leave to a judge of the Court of Appeal, and their applica- 
tion was refused by Mr. Justice Osier, who was satisfied, on 
a review of the evidence, that the verdict of the jury was 
correct. 

The defendants now ask for leave to appeal to the 
Supreme Court per saUum from the judgment of the Divi- 
sional Court, counsel at the same time claiming that the 
defendants have an appeal de platio from the judgment of 
the Divisional Court, but, there being some doubt on this 
point, he prefers to make an application for the special leave 
of the court, just as was done in the case of Farquharson v. 
The Imperial Oil Co. (1). 

In the material before me, I do not find it was urged in 
the courts below that the Divisional Court, under Rule 616, 
had not power to make the amendment it did and give such 
judgment upon the amended pleadings as the evidence war- 
ranted. The ground is now pressed by counsel for the ap- 
pellants, but this court has frequently held that it will not 

(1) 30 Can. S. C. R. 188. 
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gobdanbbr. 
Thb 

RiOISTBAB. 



1904 interfere in matters of procedure and practice unless grave 
— • — injustice would, otherwise, result. Finnie v. The City of 
'^^^Qo?^^* J/on^rca/ (1). To succeed in the present application, there- 
fore, the appellants must shew that the Divisional Court, 
and Mr. Justice Osier in the Court of Appeal, erred in 
holding that the trial judge was right in refusing a nonsuit, 
and that the case was properly submitted to the jury. The 
evidence was fully considered by the judges and I concur 
in their conclusions. 

It is well settled, I think, in this court that leave to 
appeal per salium will only be granted where either the tak- 
ing of an appeal to the Court of Appeal would be an unneces- 
sary expense, as that court would be bound by one of its own 
decisions in a similar case, the effect of which the appellant 
seeks to avoid: Moffatt v. The Merchants Bank of Canada 
(2), Kyle v. The Canada Co. (3), The Attorney-General for 
Ontario v. The Vaughan Road Co. (4), or where some excep- 
tionally important matters are involved : Farquharson v. The 
Imperial Oil Co. (5), The Ontario Mining Co. v. Seybold (6). 

This disposes of the application, but I do not desire, by 
my judgment, to prejudice or preclude the defendants from 
appealing to the Supreme Court if they have the right so to 
do independently of any leave to appeal. The limitations 
placed upon appeals to the Supreme Court from the pro- 
vince of Ontario by 60 & 61 Vict. ch. 34 (D.) only apply to 
appeals from the Court of Appeal and not to appeals from 
the Divisional Court, if the Divisional Court is, under sec. 
24 of the Supreme and Exchequer Courts Act, the highest 
court of final resort so far as these defendants are con- 
cerned. This case, in my opinion, is entirely on fours with 
that of Farquharson v. The Imperial Oil Co. (5), and, if the 
opinions, in this regard, of Sir Henry Strong, then Chief 
Justice, and Mr. Justice Gwynne, are correct, the defen- 
dants have an appeal de piano, but the court in that case 
expressed no opinion on that point. I do not understand 
that The Ottawa Electric Co. v. Brennan (7), is a decision 

n) .32 Can. S. O. R. 335. (4) Caas. Prac. (2 ed.), 87. 

(2) 11 Can. S. C. R. 46. (5) 30 Can. S. C. R. 188. 

(3) !.'> Can. S. C. R 188. (6) 31 Can. S. C. R. 125. 

(7) 31 Can. S. C. R. 311. 
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vhich disposes of the right to appeal de piano from the 1904 
Divisional Court, as, in that case, the application was one """^^^ 
for leave to appeal per saUum, and the court held that, there ck) 
being no appeal to the Court of Appeal, either de piano or Q^g^^j,„^ 
by special leave, it was not a case in which leave to appeal — 
per snltum could be granted. I do not understand that there rbowtrab. 
has been any decision of the Supreme Court expressly hold- 
ing that there is no appeal de piano from the Divisional 
Court, where no appeal lies from the Divisional Court to 
the Court of Appeal. 

The motion is refused with costs. 

Upon the hearing of the motion to a judge in chambers, 
by way of appeal from the above decision, the question was 
referred to the full court by His Lordship Mr. Justice Nes- 
bitt, and the motion coming on to be heard before the full 
court ; — 

DuVemet appeared for the motion. 
Huycky K.C., contra. 

The judgment of the court was delivered by 

Nesbitt, J. — ^The answers of the jury, fairly read, indi- 
cate that the negligence causing the accident which was 
found by them, was the condition of the shifting apparatus, 
and, if that is the correct view, there would not be any 
necessity for an amendment of the statement of claim or 
any additional finding of a controversial fact, and the course 
pursued by the Divisional Court, under Rule 615, was jus- 
tified within the authorities. 

Upon the question of law as to whether or not there 
should have been a nonsuit, we do not think the case of 
suflScient importance to warrant the granting of special leave, 
and apparently, since the passing of sec. 27, ch. 11, Ontario 
Statutes, 1899 (62 Vict.), the reasoning of His Lordship Mr. 
Justice Gwynne, in the case of Farquharson v. The Imperial 
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1904 Oil Co. (1), is no longer applicable, and there is no right of 

' — '^^ appeal without special leave. 
John Diok 

„ * Leave refused with costs. 

GoBDANBER. Motiou Ttfustd wUh costs, 

Nesbitt, J. 



(S. C. Pile No. 2343.) 

1904 

^-^ VICTOR SPORTING GOODS CO. v. THE HAROLD A. 

•^•c 2. WILSON CO. 

Appeal — Jurisdiction — Matter in controversy — Patent of invention^ 

R. 8. C, c. 61, ». 46. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

Motion to quash the appeal for want of jurisdiction oa 
the grounds that (1) the matter in controversy on the ap- 
peal, exclusive of costs, was less than $1,000, (2) the validity 
of the patent was not affected, but a question involved 
merely as to the construction of a statute, and (3) that 
special leave to appeal had not been obtained from the 
Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

The hearing on the motion was postponed until hearing 
on merits. 

On the hearing it appeared that the appellants held let- 
ters patent of invention for a punching-bag, and respond- 
ents, before the patent issued, had purchased a bag and 
manufactured a number from it. After the issue of the 
patent this action was brought by the appellants for in- 
fringement in selling what was left of the goods so manu- 
factured by the respondents. The latter relied on R. S. C. 
(1886) ch. 61, sec. 46, which provides that a person manu- 
facturing the subject matter of the invention, before issue 
of patent, could sell what he had on hand after it* issue, and 
that such sale would not affect the patent as to other persons 
unless done with the consent of the patentee. 

* Present : Sedoewick, Gibouabd, DAvna, Nebbitt and 
KnxAM, JJ. 

( 1 > 30 Can. S. C. R. 188. 



SUPKEME COURT CASES. 381 

The appellants claimed that the consent mentioned re- 1904 

ferred to the first part of the section, as to manufacturing, ' 

etc., as well as to the latter portion, and also that the section spoRmNo 
only referred to bond fide manufacture, and not to a case Goods Co. 
such as this, where the respondents procured the sample Harold a. 
fraudulently with the object of infringing the patent, which, Wilson Co. 
to their knowledge, had been applied for. 

Upon hearing the arguments on the merits judgment 
was reserved and, subsequently, the appeal was quashed with 
costs as of a motion to qua^h. 

Appeal quashed with costs, 

Bose, for the appellants. 

Bayly, and E. Armour, for the respondents. 



[S. C. Pile No. 2344.] 

LYON V. McKENZIE. 

MOTION for special leave to appeal from the Exchequer 
t^ourt of Canada. 

Entered but never prosecuted. 

(5th July, 1904.) 



[S. C. Pile No. 2349.] 

THE BAEQTTE " BIRGITTE " v. FORWARD. 

APPEAL from the Nova Scotia Admiralty Division of 
the Exchequer Court of Canada. 

Abandoned without costs. 

(1st December, 1904.) 
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1904 [S. C. File No. 2350.] 

THE BARQUE " BIRGETTE *^ v. MOTJLTON. 

APPEAL from the Nova Scotia Admiralty Division of 
the Exchequer Court of Canada. 

Abandoned without costs. 

(Ist December, 1904.) 



[S. C. Pile No. 2353.] 

AHBARN V. BOOTH. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario dis- 
missed with costs. 

Mr. Justice Nesbitt delivered a memo, of his reasons as 
follows : 

''I would dismiss this appeal for the reasons given by 
the Chief Justice in the court below." 

Appeal dismissed tenft casts. 
(1st December, 1904.) 



1905 r^- C. File No. 2358.] 

WHITNEY V. MEANS. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia affirm- 
ing the judgment at the trial entered, on findings fop the 
plaintiff. 
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The action was for the recovery of 500 shares in the 1905 
Dominion Iron and Steel Co. under an alleged agreement 
by the defendant, appellant, or for damages for breach of 



Whitnbt 
the contract. Mbans. 



The appeal was allowed with costs and the action dis- 
missed with costs. 

The majority of the Court, Sedgewick, Davies and Kil- 
lam, J J., were of opinion that the evidence was not sufficient 
to prove the contract as alleged. Girouard and Nesbitt„ J J., 
dissented, for the reasons given in the court below. 

(31st January, 1905.) 



[S. C. Pile No. 2359.] I9O4 

WHITE V. THE QUEBEC SOUTHERN RAILWAY CO. 
APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 
Withdrawn. 
(27th September, 1904.) 



[S. C. File No. 2361.] 

NEW FAIRVIEW CORPORATION v. LOVE. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of British Columbia. 
Settled out of court. 
(19th September, 1904.) 
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i^ [S. C. Pile No. 2366.] 

CORPORATION OF DELTA v. WILSON. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of British Columbia. 
On the ease being called^ counsel for respondent suggested 
that the court had no jurisdiction to entertain the appeaL 
Counsel for the appellant, after consideration, stated to the 
court that he was unable to distinguish the case from that 
of The Mutual Reserve Fund Life Insurance Association ▼. 
Dillon (1), and the appeal was quashed without costs. 

(30th March, 1905.) 



Van. 31. 



1904 [S. C. Pile No. 2368.] 

*Dec6. 

1906 McLEAN v. McKAY. 



Construction of deed — Mortgage or Bale — Equity of redemption. 

APPEAL from the judgment of the Supreme Court of 
Nova Scotia affirming the trial court judgment. 

The action was for a declaration that two deeds executed, 
in 1881, of land at Broad Cove Shore, Inverness County, 
N.S., and drawn up by the parties themselves, although abso- 
lute in form, were in reality intended to operate as mort- 
gages to secure payment of a debt owing by the plaintiff to 
the defendant of about $800 for a lot of horses, and also for 
an account to the plaintiff for $17,000 recently received by 
the defendant upon the sale by him of a portion of the pro- 
perty. 

^Present: Sedobwick, Gibouabd, Davies, Nisbitt uul 
KnxAM, JJ. 

(1) 34 Can. S. 0. R. 141. 
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At the trials Mr. Justice Weatherbe held that, on the 1905 
evidence, no case had been made out to disturb the defend- ""^ ' 
ant's title, and he dismissed the action with costs. This «. 

judgment was unanimously affirmed by the full court, and MoKat 
the plaintiff appealed asking for reversal of these judgments 
on the ground that they are not justified by the evidence 
admitted, and alternatively for a new trial on account of 
improper rejection of evidence. 

« 

W, B. A. Ritchie, K.C., for the appellant. 

Newcombe, E.G., and Mellishy K.C., for the respondent. 

After hearing counsel for both parties, the court reserved 
judgment and, on a subsequent day, dismissed the appeal 
with costs, the only reasons for judgment delivered being 
as follows: 

Nesbitt, J. — I would dismiss the appeal with costs on 
the ground of abandonment of the right to redeem. 

KiLLAM, J. — I have trouble in accepting the rulings as 
to the reception of evidence upon which argument was made 
before us. But for this trouble, I would think the judg- 
ment of the court below correct upon the grounds taken. 
It appears to me, however, that the plaintiff and his wife 
abandoned any right to redemption in consideration of the 
return of the money paid. That being so, any ground of 
objection on account of the rejection of evidence is unim- 
portant. 

The appeal should be dismissed with costs. 

Appeal dismissed with costs. 
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1904 [S. C. Pile No. 2375.1 

Nov. 15. 

1906 THE VILLAGE OF BRUSSELS v. McCRAE et ai^ 



•♦April?. , 
•*May 2. Appeal — Extension of time— Order hy tingle fudge — JitrudicUon 

Order hy court appealed from — MunicipQl hy-loio. 

APPEAL from the judgment of the Court of Appeal for 
Ontai'io, reversing the judgment of the Chancellor of On- 
tario, which dismissed, with costs, the respondents' motion 
to quasi) a by-law for borrowing money for the construction 
of a sewer in the Village of Brussels. 

The appeal was entered in the Supreme Court of Can- 
ada under an order made by Mr. Justice Maclaren, one of 
the judges of the court appealed from, extending the time 
for bringing the appeal. 

« 

When the appeal came on to be heard in the Supreme 
Court (15th November, 1904), the Court, suo moiu, quashed 
the appeal, with costs as of a motion to quash, for want of 
jurisdiction to hear the same, on the ground that the order 
should have been made by the court from which the appeal 
was asserted, and not by a single judge thereof. 

Subsequently (23rd January, 1905), upon motion before 
the Court of Appeal for Ontario, an order was made grant- 
ing special leave for the appeal and extending the time for 
bringing such appeal until and including the then next 
sittings of the Supreme Court of Canada. 

The appeal was then heard upon the merits. 

Aylesworth, K.C., and W. J/. Sinclair for the appellant. 
Promlfoot, K.C., for the respondents. 



• Pbesent : Sib Elz^ab Taschebeau. C.J., and Skdgewick, 
Davies, Nesbitt and KnXAic, J J. 

♦♦ Pbe8e:«t : Sedgewick, Gibouabd. Davies, NBaBZir and 
Idington, JJ. 
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After hearing counsel for both parties, judgment was re- 1904 

served and, on a subsequent day, the appeal was dismissed ' — ■ — ' 

with costs. The only notes of reasons delivered were as bwj^bls*^ 

follows: ,, ';• 

MoCrak 



IniNGTON, J. — 1 think, for the reasons given by the 
Chief Justice of Ontario, in the judgment appeaUid from, 
that the by-law in question was properly quashed and that 
this appeal should be dismissed with costs. 

Appeal dismissed with costs. 



BT AL. 



[S. C. Pile No. 2381.] 

PRICE V. THE CITY OF HAMILTON. 

MOTION for s])ecial leave to appeal from the Court of 
Ap])eal for Ontario. 

Granted. 

Costs to bo cost*^ in the cause. 

(21st November, 1J)04.) 

Appeal abandoned, 6th June, 1906. 



1906 



[S. C. File No. 2382.] 

ROBERT V. THE KING. 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 
vSettled out of court. 
(2?th March, 1906.) 
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1905 [s. C. File No. 2384.] 



HAMILTON STEEL AND IRON CO. v. COOPER. 



APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 



Settled out of court. 



(4th April, 1905.) 



[S. C. File No. 2390.] 

TOBIQUE MANUFACTURING CO. v. HALE. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New Brunswick 
(36 N. B. Rep. 360). 

DiBmissed with costs by consent. 
(1st March, 1905.) 



[S. C. File No. 2391.] 

THE CHICOUTIMT PULP CO. v. RACINE. 

APPEAL from the Court of Review at Quebec. 

Dismissed with costs for want of prosecution. 

(31st January, 1905.) 
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[S. C. File No. 2392.J 1905 

THE MUTUAL RESERVE FUND LIFE ASSOCIATION 'Jfe^,**. 

T. DILLON. *' 

Life insurance — Misrepresentation — Findings of jury — Evidence 

of experts — Classes of opinions. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario affirm- 
ing the judgment entered in favour of the plaintiff upon the 
findings of the jury. 

The judgment now appealed from was upon the second 
trial ordered by the judgment from which appeal was sought 
in the former case before the Supreme Court of Canada 
(34 Can. S. C. R. 141), the case, this time, being heard upon 
the meritji. 

T, G. Bhckstock, K.C, and Henderson for the appellants. 
Luca.s for the respondent. 

The appeal was dismissed with costs, the only reasons for 
judgment delivered being as follows: 

Da VIES, J. — After a most careful perusal of the evidence 
in this case, subsequent to the very able argument addressed 
to us by Mr. Blackstock on behalf of the appellants, I am 
satisfied that there was sufficient evidence to go to the Jury- 
on which they could make the findings they did. It is true 
the evidence was conflicting, more especially that given by 
the experts. But it is clear that it was specially the province 
of the jury to determine which claims of opinions of these 
divided experts they would accept. The verdict is one 
which, in my opinion, reasonable men might, under the 
evidence, fairly find, and with which, therefore, courts of 
appeal should not interfere. 

The arguments before us were confined almost alto- 
gether to the truth and materiality of the answer to the 
question put to the applicant for insurance, at the time of 
the application, as to his being afflicted with "the com- 

♦ Present: Sib BlzSab Taschebeau. ( '.J., and Seixikwick Gir- 
OUARD. Daviks and Idinoton. J J. 
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1905 pltiiiit or disease of open sores." The answer respecting 

' the age of the applicant was not pressed and, I think, pro- 

Hk^r^ perly so, as it would not have been possible, under the facts 

jFuND Li« of the case, to have held that the answer given to that ques- 

r ' tion could have avoided the policy. It is not necessary, 

Dillon, therefore, to deal with any af the questions raised below 

on this branch of the case. 

The appeal should be dis^missed with costs. 

Idington, J. — For the reasons assigned in the opinion 
of the Chief Justice of Ontario, 1 think the judgment en- 
tered at the trial ought to stand. I, therefore, think this 
appeal should Ix? dismissed with costs. 

Appeal dismissed with costs. 



1906 [S. C. File Xo. 231)fi.] 

THE OTTAWA SEIWKATE SCHOOL TRUSTEES v. 

GRATTOX. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (9 Ont. 
L, R. 433). 

Abandoned. 

(2r)th May, 1906.) 



1905 [S. C. File No. 2397.] 

MONTREAL STREET RAILWAY CO. v. THERRTEy 
APPEAL from the Court of Review, at Montreal. 
Entered but never prosecuted. 
(1st February, 1905.) 
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[S. C. File No. 2398.] 1905 



« 



The Registrar. — When the application first came be- 
fore me it was contended by the petitioner, and this con- 
tention is repeated in the written argument filed by his 
counsel, that, upon the petitioner establishing that the 
amount involved exceeded $2,000, he was practically en- 
titled, as of right, to bring his appeal and have his security 
allowed. 

I do not so construe the section in question. On the 
contrary, I am of the opinion that the words 

an appeal shall He to the Supreme Court of Qanada by leave of a 
judge of the said Supreme Court, 

must receive the same construction in this section as has 
been placed upon them in other statutes that confer juris- 
diction upon the Supreme Court only after leave or special 
leave has been granted by that Court. By 60 & 61 Vict. ch. 
34, an appeal is given to the Supreme Court from the Court 
of Appeal for Ontario by special leave of the Supreme Court, 
and, quite recently, in the case of The Lake Erie and Detroit 
River Bailway Co, v. Marsh (1), Mr. Justice Nesbitt, speak- 



* Pbbsent : GiBOUABD, J., in Chambers. 

(1) 35 Can. S. C. R. 197. 



^ 



In re the MONTREAL COLD STORAGE AND FREEZ- •Feb. i. 
ING COMPANY, in Liquidation; WARD v. MULLIN. 

" Winding-up Act " — Leave to appeal — Diicrvtion — Conetruction of 
Dominion atatviea — Appeal de piano — R. 8, C. (1886) c. 129. »• 
76. 

Where an important question respecting the construction of a 
Dominion statute is involved, the discretion allowed by section 
seventy-six of the ** Winding-up Act ** should be exercised, and 
Itfave to appeal granted, but that Ajct does not give the right of 
appealing de piano. The Lake Erie and Detroit River Railway Co, 
▼. Marsh (35 Can. S. C. R. 197), followed. 

APPLICATION for leave to appeal from the Court of 
King's Bench, Province of Quebec, appeal side, under the 
Winding-up Act " (R. S. C. (1886) ch. 129, sec. 76). 
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^ r— ' 

In rb 

Montreal 

Cold Storaqk 

AND 

Frsbzino Co. 
Ward 

V. 
MULLIN. 

* II I I I 

Thb 
Rboistrar. 



ing for the court, lays down some general principles applic- 
able to applications of this sort, and which, it appears to 
me, when applied to the facts of this case, are conclusive 
of the application. He says that 

where the case invoIveB matter of public interest, or some important 
question of law, or the application of Imperial or Dominion atatutea^ 
or a conflict of provincial and Dominion authority, or questione of 
law applicable to the whole Dominion, leave may well be granted. 

In the present case, the judgment of the Court of King's 
Bench (appeal side), as pronounced by the Chief Justice of 
that court, makes it clear that an important question of 
law is involved in the adjudication of this appeal, namely, 
the extent to which the apparently unlimited power of the 
liquidator, with the approval of the court, to compromise 
creditors' claims, given by section 61 of the *' Winding-up 
Act/' has been modified or restricted by the provisions of 
the statute, 62 & 63 Vict. ch. 43, sec. 3, which makes provi- 
sion for a compromise being binding upon all the creditors 
which is made under the supervision of the court after 
the same has been approved by a majority of the creditors 
representing three-fourths in value of the creditors' claims. 

It appears to me that we have here a case which ex- 
pressly falls within the class above referred to by Mr. Jus- 
tice Nesbitt, one involving the interpretation to be placed 
upon a very important statute of the Parliament of Canada. 
I think, therefore, leave to appeal should be granted. 

Subsequently (1st February, 1905), the decision of the 
Registrar was approved by Mr. Justice Girouard, in Cham- 
bers. 

Leave to appeal {/ranted, costs to he costs in the cause. 



On 11th May, 1905, the appeal was dismissed for want 
of prosecution. 
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[S. C. File No. 2408.] I9O5 

THE CITY OF MONTREAL v. GORDON. ^ 

Municipal corporation — Aid to civil power — Pay of militia — Legis- 
lative juruidiction — Civil rights and obligations. 

APPEAL from the Court of King's Bemh, Province of 
Qnebee, appeal side, declaring the municipal corporation 
liable for the pay of militia called out in aid of the civil 
power. 

Both courts below found against the city which appealed 
on the grounds (1) that the Parliament of Canada had no 
constitutional right, in the Militia Act, to impose civil oblga- 
tions upon any provincial municipality for the payment of 
the troops, and (2) that as the riots were confined to the 
harbour controlled by Dominion commissioners and outside 
the corporation limits, the city was not liable under the 
statute even should it be held constitutional. 

Atwater, K.C., and Ethier, K.C., for the appellant. 
Cooke, K.C., for respondent. 

The appeal was dismissed with costs without calling upon 
counsel for the respondent for any argument. 

(13th March, 1906.) 



[S. C. Pile No. 2411.] ,^^^ 

IS7U0 

THE GRAND TRUNK RAILWAY COMPANY OF .'X^s. 

CANADA (Defendants) Appellants, ♦May I6. 

AND 

MARY E. DEPENCTER (Plaintiff) Respondent. 

ON APPEAL FROM THE COITRT OF APPEAL FOR ONTARIO. 

'Negligence — ** Lord CampbelVs Act " — Findings of jury — Verdict — 

Damages. 

Where there is evidence in support of a verdict, upon proper direc- 
tions to the jury by the trial judge, a court of appeal ought not 



• Present : Sedgewick, Girouabd, Da vies. Nesbitt and 

rI•I^fOTON J J. 
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1905 ^^ interfere with the aKsessment of damages unless they appear 

^^ — , — ' to be so excessive that no reasonable men, upon such evidence. 

Grand Trunk would have awarded such an amount. 
Rt. Co. 

V. Judgment appealed from affirmed. 

Dbpknoibr . 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario affirm- 
ing the judgment entered upon the verdict of the jury, at 
the trial. 

A passenger on the defendants' railway was killed in an 
accident, at Watford, Ontario, on 26th December, 1902, and 
in an action for damages, a verdict was recovered for the 
plaintiff, damages being apportioned as follows: 

To the widow, plaintiff $5,000 00 

To the eldest son, aged 18 years 800 00 

To the second son, aged 16 years 1,100 00 

To the daughter, aged 12 or 13 years 100 00 

To the youngest son, aged 5 years 3,000 00 

Total $10,000 00 

The company defended the action generally, but sub- 
sequently admitted liability, and paid $5,500 into court, 
under the Ontario Rule of Practice N"o. 419. 

The defendants' principal grounds of appeal, in the court 
below, repeated on the present appeal, were that counsel for 
the plaintiff was permitted to state to the jury the amount 
which had been paid into court, that the jury in conse- 
quence, regarding the company as caput lupinum, awarded 
an excessive sum for damages, and that the evidence did not 
justify the excessive assessment on which the judgment 
against the defendants was entered. 

Riddell, K.C., for the appellants. 

Helbnuth, K.C., and J. Moss, for the respondent. 

Sedgewick, J., concurred in the dismissal of the appeal 
with costs. 

GiROUARD, J. — The grievance of the appellants is that 
the amount of the verdict is excessive. Thev have offered 



Davibs, J 
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$5,500 in court. I am not prepared to say that the verdict 1905 

is unreasonable. — • — ' 

Grand Trunk 
Ry, Co. 

Davies, J. — 1 have had the greatest difHculty in reach- p^pg^-cgg 
ing A conclusion in this case, because, while 1 was satis- 
fied that the damages awarded by the jury were excessive 
and uiiicli beyond what 1 would have given under the evid- 
ence, had 1 been a juryman, 1 was not so clear and convinced 
beyond all doubt as to justify me in reversing the unanimous 
judgment of the Court of Appeal confirming the verdict. 

I could not bring myself to say positively tluit, under tlie 
circumstances, the verdict was one which reasonable men 
could not fairly find. 

The Act under which the damages were awarded, com- 
monly known as " Lord Campbeirs Act,'^ limits the damages 
which can be awarded to pecuniary damages suffered by the 
interested parties. These damages are, of course, very dif- 
ferent from those which may be awarded in cases where 
quest ionv< of sentiment and suffering are allowed to be con- 
sidered. In cases under " Lord Campbell's Act," such con- 
siderations are rightly excluded in the damages awarded, 
therefore are more within the control of the court. 

But, having some doubts, I act upon the well known 
rule that the judgment appealed from should not be dis- 
turbed in such a case. 

Nesbitt, J., also concurred in the dismissal of the appeal 
with costs. 

IdincfTON, J. — I am under the impression that the ver- 
dict in this case might well have been less than the total 
amount given by the jury. I do not see, however, any mis- 
direction on the part of the learned trial judge, nor do I 
see any other grounds upon which a new trial could be dir- 
ected. There is evidence, if believed by the jury, that would 
support their finding and thus bring it within the rule that 
no verdict should be set aside simply on the ground of ex- 
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1906 cessive damages, unles^s the damages are so excessive that 

' ' no twelve men could reasonably have found so. I cannot 

Ry. Co. s^y> large as I think the amount allowed, that it is of that 

^' excessive character. I, therefore, think that the appeal 

' should be dismissed with costs. 

Idinoton, J. 

Appeal dismissed with costs. 

Solicitor for the appellants, W. H. Biggar. 

Solicitors for the respondent, Burwick, Aytesworth, Wright 

& Moss. 



[S. C. File No. 2413.] 

NICOL V. CHISHOLM. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia, 

The appeal was dismissed with costs for the reasons 
stated bj' Graham, J., in the court below. Nesbitt. J., 
hesiiante. 

The onlv notes of reasons delivered were as follows : 

Nesbitt. J. — As the majority of the court aflSrm the 
judgment appealed from, I shall not dissent, but I accept the 
view with great hesitation. 

Appeal dismissed with costs. 

(9th March, 1905.) 



♦ Present : Sedoewick, Gibouard, Da vies, Nesbitt and Idino- 
ton, JJ. 



I 
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[S. C. FUe No. 2415.] I9O5 

THE KIXG V. McLELLAN. 
APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 
Xotiee of appeal given. Appeal never prosecuted. 
(17th February, 1905.) 






[S. C. File No. 2424.] 
LEMIEUX V. PAQTTET; L^ISLET ELECTION CASE 
APPEAL from the Controverted Elections Court. 
Discontinued. 
(29th September, 1905.) 



[S. C. Pile No. 2427.] 
THE GRAND TRUNK RAILWAY CO. v. SPEERS. 

RoUwayn— Negligence— ** Fatal Accidents Act"—R, S. O. (1897) 

c. 129, s, 10. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

The appeal was heard on 30th May, 1905. 

Riddell, K.C., for the appellants. 
McKay, K.C., for the respondents. 
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1906 ^^ ^Cth June, 1905, a re-hearing was ordered, the court 

""■^ — ' intimating that the re-hearing should be upon the whole 
Ry^ Oo"^* (i^Q, but drawing the attention of counsel specially to the 
^- case of Mason v. Town of Peterborough (1), and to the com- 

bined effect of the " Fatal Accidents Act," and of sec. 10, 
ch. 129, R. S. 0. (1897) — the questions being as to whether 
the two actions can now be maintained, or, if not, which one 
must fail. 

The case was subsequently settled out of court. 
(15th March, 1906.) 



1905 [S. C. File No. 2430.] 

HAYES V. PERRY. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 
Dismissed for want of prosecution. 
(3rd April, 1905.) 



[S. C. File No. 2433.] 

PATTERSON v. LANE. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of the North-west 
Territories. 

Discontinued and dismissed with costs. 

(29th May, 1905.) 

(1) 20 Ont. App. R. 683. 



SLTKEME COURT OASES. 349 

[S. C. File Xo. 2434. J 1905 

THE TOKONTO KAILWAY CO. (Defendants) •yuTiV. 

Appellants, 

AND 

JKENE P. MITCHELL (Plalntiff) liESPONbENT. 

ON APPEAL FROM THE COUUT OF APPEAL FOR ONTARIO. 

Operation of tramway — Negligence — Evidence — Findings of jury. 

Where there was some evidence to support the verdict the Supreme 
Court of Canada refused to reverse the findings. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario affirm- 
ing the judgment of the trial court, wliich ordered a verdict 
to be entered for the plaintiff upon the findings of the jury. 

The judgment of the court w&a delivered by 

Da VIES, J. — 1 am not able to say that there was not evi- 
dence before the jury from which rea^^onable men might not 
have found the verdict they did. Part of that evidence 
consisted in the plan before the trial court shewing the 
street where the accident occurred and the relative posi- 
tions of the cross-streets, the car, child and the witnesses. 
Very much depended upcm these relative positions, a,*^ the 
crux of the dispute wa.s whether the motorman could or 
ought to have seen tlie child start from the sidewalk to run 
across the street. These relative positions were pointed out 
by the witnesses on the plan, and the trial court and the 
jury had the full benefit of these explanations, which, it is 
obvious, we cannot have, the positions they pointed out on 

the plan not having been marked thereon. 

« 

The trial judge left the ease to the jury in a comprehen- 
sive charge as to whi("li no exception is taken; he was of 
opinion that there was some evidence upon which the jury 
could find negligence against the defendants and refused 
to non-suit. The Court of Appeal has dismissed the appeal 

♦Present: Sir ElzISar Tasciikrkai', C.J., nnd Sedgewick, 
I>AVIE8. Nesbitt and Idinoton, .TJ. 
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1905 against the verdict, and we are now asked to say that there 
— ■ — ' was no evidence to go to the jury and that the non-suit 
RaTlway^o should have been granted. 

MrroHKLL. The evidence is weak, I admit, and in some respects 

Davibs, J. contradictory, but there certainly was some evidence to go 
to the jury, and evidence, I think, from which reasonable 
men might fairly draw the conclusion they did. 

The appeal should, therefore, be dismissed with costs. 

Appeal dismissed with costs, 

Kappelle and Bain for the appellants. 

Bristol for the respondent. 



1906 [S. C. Pile No. 2436.] 

In re atlas LOAN COMPANY; BELFRY v. COOK 

ET AL. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Settled out of court. 
(May, 1906.) 



1905 [S. C. File No. 2441.] 

■■ . _ _ ^ 

t^*y ]^- BRETON V. GONTHIER dit BERNARD. 

*May 29. 

Actio negatoria aervitutis — Boundoru ditch — Estoppel — Waiver of 

ohjeciiona — Evidence, 

APPEAL from the judgment of the Court of Review, 
at Quebec, affirming the judgment of the Superior Court, 

♦Present: Sir Elz^ab TAsciiEREAr. C.J., and GniorARn. 
Paviks. Xkrbitt and Idington, JJ. 
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District of Quebec, which maintained the plaintiff's (respond- 
ent's) action with costs. 

The appellant, defendant, under orders from the rural in- 
spectors of the Parish of St. Gervais, County of Bellechasse, 
extended a boundary ditch on the line between his farm and 
Bernard's so as to drain some low lands in the rear of these 
lands where Spring and Pall floods formed a pool of surface 
water. Bernard paid his share of the work and apparently 
acquiesced in the order of the inspectors, but later on 
brought an action mgatoria servitutis against Breton on the 
grounds that the extension of the ditch had the effect of 
flooding his lands, that the inspectors acted without author- 
ity and that he had never consented that his lands should 
be injured by draining the pool over them. The Superior 
Court set a^side the order of the inspectors, ordered the ex- 
tension of the ditch to be filled in and condenmed Breton 
to pay $10 damages and all the costs. This judgment was 
affirmed by the Court of Beview (Pelletier, J., dissenting) 
by the judgment appealed from. 

BelleaUy K.C., for apj)ellant. 

i^tuart, K.C., and Bedard, K.C., for respondent. 

The appeal was allowed with costs of the appeal to the 
Supreme Court of Canada and in the Court of Review, and 
the action was dismissed with coets, Nesbitt and Idington, 
^J.^ dissenting. 

The only notes of reasons for judgment were delivered 
by the dissenting judges, as follows: — 

Nesbitt, J. (dissenting.) — In this action the parties are 
neighbours, and the dispute is whether the plaintiff is bound 
to submit to a ditch which was du^r by the defendant on the 
boundary line between the plaintiff's and defendant's land, 
and for which the plaintiff contributed $12. 

Tlie article in the Municipal Code under which a bound- 
ary ditch is dug is 420: such a ditch is for drainage between 
two parcels of land. When the draining is of several parcels 
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Nbsbitt, J 



art. 867 governs. In this ca,se the council apparently set the 
rural inspectors in motion who made a report in favour of 
a line ditch, but it is argued that the point fixed of neces- 
sity drained a pond of seven acres in length and about an 
acre in width, and so in th(; result created a watercourse. 

There seems no doubt but t'*at the proper steps were not 
taken to establish a watercourse, and the csa^e is put upon 
file ground of the consent of the plaintiff evidenced by a 
letter from a notary consenting to the award of the rural 
inspectors, and the payment of the $12 with a knowledge of 
tlie work done. 

An examination of the evidence shews, I think, that 
the ])laintiff never in fact consented to more than a line 
ditch and, as the so-called consent cannot operate as an 
estopj)el as the defendant's position was in no way altered by 
tlu' letter, 1 think he is entitled to contest the imposition 
of a serious servitude on his land. I think, having regard 
to the uncertainty of the inspectors' award, that it was of 
doubtful validity even if jurisdiction existed in them to make 
direction as to a line ditch. AndJ:he tenns of the letter 
are confintHl to a ditcli such as the inspector could award, 
and not to go beyond. 

I would affirm the judgment below and dismiss the 
api)eal. 

Idixgton, J. (dissenting.) — It was not competent for 
tlie inspector to act upon the instruction of the council. 
His authority must come from one of the parties direct bv 
art. 420 of the Municipal Code. And if the report made 
in the case in question is to be treated as at the request of 
o\w of tliese parties, tlien the servitude it prescribes is such 
as he liad not authority for to prescril)e. He had no right to 
f)res(ribe a ditch that would create a watercourse having 
n large area of land beyond that of these owners. That, 
tlie council alone had the power to make provision for, but 
did not here. • 

A;^ain the ditch that is to be prescribed by an inspector 
^llo^l(l be defined b:)th as to depth and width. This inspen- 
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ft 

tor admits he did not observe the matter with such care 1903 
that he could define the capacity of the ditch to be dug or ' — ' — 
have regard to the limits of his jurisdiction as an inspector. ^ 

Mr. Justice Langelier, who alone dissents from the four Ocnthieb 

other judges who have passed upon this matter, observes Bernard. 
this want of direct authority under art. 420, but does not iduj^j^ j, 
to my mind satisfactorily dispose of it. 

Bringing in the Mackenzie letters does not help. It 
does not give jurisdiction if it had not existed. It must be 
treated as an adoption of what a third party without juris- 
diction had said might be done. And thus treated it ifi 
not an agreement, as there was not that accord with the 
other party to make it so. And as a voluntary license it 
was revocable and wa** revoked when this appellant tried to 
go beyond what respondent says and I believe understood 
it to mean. 

I think the learned trial judge and the Court of Eeview 
decided rightly, and that the appeal should be dismissed 
with costs. 

Appeal allowed with costs. 
Solicitors for the appellant; Belleau, Belleau and BeUeau. 
Solicitors for the respondent ; Bedard and Chalouet. 



[S. C. File No. 2443.] 1905 

"" r— ' 

THE TORONTO RAILWAY CO. v. MUNRO et al. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

Settled out of court. 

(31st May, 1905.) 
c. -28 
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1906 [S. C. FUe No. 2444.] 

FITZGERALD v. WALLACE. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

Dismissed with costs. 

Da VIES, J., handed down a memo, that he concurred for 
the reasons given in the Court of Appeal. 

(13th June, 1905.) 



, [S. C. File No. 2445.] 

WARD V. THE MONTREAL COLD STORAGE AND 

FREEZING CO. 

APPEAL from the Court of Review, at Montreal. 

Settled out of court. 

(26th April, 1905.) 



[S. C. File No. 2446.] 

9 

WENTWORTH v. THE ACADIA LOAN CORPORATION. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 
Dismissed with costs by consent. 
(October, 1905.) 
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[S. C. File No. 2447.1 1906 

THE UNION BAN^K OF CANADA v. BRIGHAM et al. 

Execution of toUl — Miamanagement of estate — Fraud against creditors 

of beneficiary. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

The appeal was allowed with costs of all parties to be 
paid by the defendants T. G. Brigham and I. Brigham, as 
per memorandnin in judgment of the court delivered by 
Idington, J. 

« 

The learned judge, in his notes, set out the circum- 
stances under which the executors of the late C. J. Smith, 
of Ottawa, Ont., proceeded to the winding up of his estate 
by forming a joint stock company in which each of the bene- 
ficiaries took stock in proportion to their interests under 
the will, Isaac Brigham, one of the beneficiaries, being then 
on military service in South Africa, agreeing to the arrange- 
ment made, in reply to a letter explaining the, proposition, 
in rather indefinite terms, by sending to his brother, T. 
George Brigham, at Ottawa, a cablegram simply saying 
" Yes/' He then shews how the manipulation of the assets 
so complicated the situation, after the organization of the 
company, in a manner so detrimental to the interests of 
creditors of Isaac Brigham, that the proceedings should be 
declared fraudulent and void as against these creditors, and 
states the terms in which the judgment appealed from 
should, in consequence, be varied, the costs of all parties 
to the appeal being ordered to be borne by George and 
Isaac Brigham. 

Appeal allowed with costs. 

(1st May, 1906.) 

(Ed. Note. — lieave to appeal was refused by the Privy Council. 
27th Feb., 1007.) 
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1906 [S. C. File No. 2448.] 

MOKGAN V. THE BlilTlSH YUKON NAVIGATION 

COMPANY. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of British Columbia, 

Not prosecuted. 

(18th May, 1905.) 



1906 [S. C. Pile No. 2452.] 

■ ' I 

THE TORONTO HOTEL CO. v. SLOANE et al. 

Contract — iHupplicabU conditions — Action for quantum meruit, 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario, aflBrm- 
ing the judgment entered for the plaintiffs at the trial upon 
findings of the jury in their favour in respect to the value 
of work done in the construction of a hotel under a contract 
that had been abandoned on account of the conditions of the 
walls and ceilings being, as alleged, unfit for carrying on 
the work. 

The appeal was dismissed with costs. 

(6th November, 1906.) 



1906 [S. C. Pile No. 2454.] 

♦Junes. THE JOHNSON'S CO. v. WILSON et al. 

Appeal — Jurisdiction — Action en hortiagc — Order for 

Final judgment, 

MOTION to quash an appeal from the judgment of the 
Court of King's Bench, appeal side, Province of Quebec^ 

• Present : Fitzpatbick, C.J., and Gibouard, Davies, Idiwqton 
and Macixnivan, JJ. 
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setting aside the judgment of the Superior Court, District 1906 

of St. Francis, with costs and ordering expertise. ' — • — 

Johnson's Co. 

The appellants brought the action lor the establishment wilbonetal. 
of the boundary between their lands and the lands of the 
respondents in the township of Coleraine, County of Megan- 
tic. At the trial, Lemieux, J., ordered the boundaries to be 
settled according to the original plans of survey and sub- 
division of the townships of Ireland and Coleraine, the 
division line to commence at a post indicated on one of the 
plans and to be run on a course parallel with the old line 
shewn as the boundary between Ireland and Coleraine. 

On an appeal by the respondents, the Court of King's 
Bench considered that the line between lots 9 and 10 in range 
" B,'' of Coleraine, as laid out on the ground upon the origi- 
nal survey of that township, was intended to serve as the 
guiding line for the establishment of the other side lines, in- 
eluding those of the lands in question, and, by the judgment 
appealed from, the judgment of Mr. Justice Lemieux was set 
aside, the case remitted back to the trial court and it was 
ordered that experts should establish the course of the 
line between said lots 9 and 10 to serve as the base for 
determining the division line between the lands in question 
in the cause, and that, upon the report of the experts, such 
further order should be made in the Superior Court as to 
law and justice might appertain. 

On the appeal by the plaintiffs to the Supreme Court of 
Canada, the respondents moved to quash the appeal for want 
of jurisdiction on the grounds that the action did not affect 
the titles to the lands, and that the judgment of the Court 
of King's Bench was not a final judgment within the mean- 
ing of the provisions of the Supreme and Exchequer Courts 
Act limiting the jurisdiction of the court in regard to 
appeals. 

Oilman, K.C., for the motion, cited Molson v. Barnard 
(1), The Emerald Phosphate Co, v. The Anglo-Continental 
Ouano Works (2), and Chamierland v. Fortier (3). 

(1) 18 Can. S. C. R. 622. (2) 21 Can. S. C. R. 422. 

(3) 23 Can. S. C. R. 371. 
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1906 Lafleur, K.C., for the appellants, was not called upon for 

— ' — ' any arguments. 
Johnson's Ckx 

V. 

Wilson etal. The Court dismissed the motion with costs. 

Motion dismissed wiih costs. 

Ed. Note.— In WUlson v. The Shaioinigan Carhide Co, (37 Can. 
8. C. R. 535), this case was referred to by Girouard, J., atpage538v 
as follows: "A final judgment {jugement d^finitif), is not neces- 
sarily the last one of the court, for we have held frequently, and 
more particularly in the recent case of Johnson's Company y. 
WiUon, that the whole issue between the parties might be finally 
disposed of by a judgment whidi is not the last one^" 

1906 HEARING ON THE MERITS. 



*OcL 26 96 
•Nov. 15^' ^^^^*^ ffrani — Construction of deed — Prescription — Instructions for 

original survey — Surveyor's report — Plans and field nottes — Loo^- 
tion of boundary line — Evidence — Findings by trial judge. 

The hearing of the appeal^ upon the merits, came on; — 

Oilman, K.C., for the respondents, renewed the motion 
to quash the appeal, but the court ordered the hearing upon 
the merits to proceed. A motion was also made by him to 
substitute the American Asbestos Company as respondents, 
which was spoken to by both pairties and the question re- 
served as to whether or not the company could be thus sub- 
stituted or merely added as parties on the appeal. 

Stuart, K.C., and Lafleur, K.C., for the appellants. 

Oilman, K.C., and Boyd for the respondents {MacMaster 
with them). 

The court heard the parties on the merits of the appeal, 
and on the motion to substitute or add new parties and, on 
a subsequent day, allowed the appeal with costs and restored 
the judgment of the trial Judge. 



♦ Pbesent : FiTZPATWCK, C. J., and Gibouabd, Idiwoton, Mao- 
UENNAN and Duff, JJ. 
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The judgment of the court was delivered by 1906 

The Chief Justice. — The plaintiffs' predecessor wat? , ^ ^r. 
grantee from the Crown of lot 31, range B., Township of v. 

Coleraine, and the defendants' predecessor was grantee from Wilson etal. 
the Crown of lot 32 in the same range. These lots adjoin 
one another, the easterly limit of lot 32 being the westerly 
limit of lot 31. The northerly end of this common limit is 
fixed; and the question between the parties is what (on the 
true construction of the Crown grants, through which the 
parties derive their respective titles) is its course from this 
point. 

It is not disputed that the description in the grants re- 
fers to the survey of the range in question made in 1867 by 
one Poudrier; in other words, lot 31 granted to the plain- 
tiffs' predecessor and lot 32 granted to the defendants' pre- 
decessor, are respectively lots 31 and 32 of this range a» 
surveyed by Poudrier in that year.. The first paragraph of 
the instructions delivered to Poudrier was as follows : — 

You win next proceed to the survey of the St. Francis Road, 
in the Township of Coleraine, and lay oflE a range of lots on- both 
sides thereof, of the per])endicular breadth of 13 chains each, posted 
and numbered from the east towards the west, commencing at the 
point where the road intersects the S. W. line of Thetford; the 
range on the north side to be called A., and the range on the south, 
range B., the side-line of the lots to run automatically north 10 
degrees east and south 10 degrees west, both ranges terminating at the 
established S. E. outline of the Township of Ireland run by D. P S. Frs. 
Foumier in 1822, and with which the line run by Mr. Blaicklock, as the 
N.W. limit of Mr. 01over*s mining lot is expected to coincide,— should 
they not, you will carefully establish th« difference, and also the 
distance from your point of intersection to the N. E. limit of said 
mining block, and course thereof. 

You will in any case adopt the old line as the true limit of the 
Township of Coleraine as erected by letters patent in 1861. 

Poudrier having executed the survey, in due course re- 
turned to the Department of Crown Lands his field notes, 
accompanied by his report ; and a plan of the survey appears 
to have been made an ofiicial record of the department on 
the 28th of January, 1867. 

In his report Poudrier thus refers to the method fol- 
lowed by him in laying out range B. : — 
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f 

1 

1906 *^'^^ ensuite proc6d6 & diviser les lots des rangs A. et B. sar 

> — , — ' le cbemin de St. Francois en adoptant la direction de la s^ande ligne 

JoHNsoK'sCo. s^parent les townships de Ireland et Coleraine laquelle distam*e 

Wilson KT A L ^^ divis^ en trente deux lots de treize chaines de front perpendica- 

laire, d. Texception du premier lot qui a une largieur de 15 chaines 67 

THK.CHiJtr maiUee." 

JOPTIOK. 

This passage, read in conjunction with the paragraph 
quoted above from the instructions, in my opinion leaves no 
room for doubt: 

(1) That lot 32 (according to Poudrier's survey of range 
B.) has for its western limit the town line between Cole- 
raine and Ireland; 

(2) That it is a lot having a perpendicular width of 13 
chaint^; and 

(3) That its easterly limit is a line parallel to the town 
line referred to. 

If this view bo correct it is sufficiently obvious — and upon 
this indeed the parties to the litigation are in agreement— 
that the only point at issue is the true location of the town 
line between Coleraine and Ireland. 

This, in my opinion, for the reasons put by the learned 
trial judge, so fully and clearly as to make a further state- 
ment of them superfluous, is by the evidence shewn to be 
the line ascertained by Mr. Addie, the plaintiffs' surveyor. 

The court of appeal has taken a view different from that 
of both parties respecting the method to be pursued in ascer- 
taining the limit in question; and has held that it is to be 
determined by drawing through the fixed end of it a line not 
necessarily parallel to the town line referred to — but parallel 
to the line of division between lots 9 and 10 of range B., 
as established on the ground by Poudrier in 1867; and has 
remitted the action to the Superior Court with directions 
that the last mentioned line shall be ascertained by the sur- 
veyors appointed by the parties, and the limit in dispute 
fixed accordingly. 

This Court which — with great respect to the court of 
appeal — I do not think can be sustained, appears to 1)? 
based mainly upon the following passage which appears in 
the instructions delivered to Poudrier: 
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And in order to establish a ^ruide line for the course of the side-lines 1906 
aforesaid, you will from your lot posts aforesaid, on the road between - — . — - 
Nos. 10 and 11, run the side-line between the said lots N. 10 E. J^hnson'm Co. 
astronomically to its intersection with the rear line aforesaid, planting Wilson bt al. 
a stone boundary and post which you will insci'ibe with the number of The Ghiif 
the lot and range A. Justice. 

It is conceded that Poudrier did not establish the line 
projected in this instruction; nor indeed any line upon the 
course there laid down; and moreover that the course in- 
dicated was impossible as a guide for the direction of the 
lines of division between the lots into which the range was 
to be divided. But it is said that he did establish the divi- 
sion line between lots 9 and 10, and it appears to have been 
assumed that this was done for the purpose of laying down 
upon the ground a line which should afford such a guide. 

I cannot find any evidence which seems to support this 
latter view. The simple point is this: Is lot 32, conveyed 
to the appellants' predecessor in title through the original 
grant from the Crown, a lot having for its easterly boun- 
dar}' a line parallel to the boundary between lots 9 and 10, 
or a line parallel to the town line? The passage quoted 
from Poudriers report shews that the town line furnished 
the course which governed the course of the lines of divi- 
sion between all the lots into which he sub-divided the range. 
Poudrier moreover planted posts at the intersection of the 
lines of division with the St. Francis Road. How was the 
true location of the points of intersection ascertained? Ob- 
viously (considering that the lots were to be of 13 chains 
perpendicular width), by first ascertaining the line of divi- 
sion; this line of division in each case being simply a line 
drawn parallel to the town line at a given perpendicular 
distance from it; that between lots 31 and 32 being distant 
13 chains; that between 30 and 31, twice thirteen chains; 
and so on. The location of the limit between lots 9 and 10 
could be ascertained in the same way and only in the same 
way. In other words, the posts referred to fixed upon the 
ground the termini of a series of division lines drawn through 
these posts parallel to the town line; thereby furnishing the 
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1906 ^^^^ f^^ running these division lines without any necessary 
— ' — ' reference to the h'ne between lots 9 and 10. 

JOHN80K*8 Co. 
17. 

Wilson KTAL. That a purpose was served by the establishment on the 
Tm Chief ground of the line between lots 9 and 10 is plain enough 
JusTicR. when one looks at the plan. The southerly boundary of the 
range was to be parallel to the general direction of St. 
Francis Road. The road, at a point almost coinciding wnth 
its intersection with that line, diverges in a northerly direc- 
tion, and since the rear boundary of the range must take a 
corresponding direction, it was obviously desirable that a 
monument should be fixed marking the point of divergence 
on that boundary. 

For these reasons, I think the learned trial judge pro- 
ceeded rightly in regarding the direction of the boundary 
in question as governed by the direction of the town line, 
and the appeal should be allowed and the judgment of the 
Superior Court restored. 

Appeal allotved with cosh. 
Solicitors for the appellants; Brown & Macdonald. 
Solicitors for the respondents; Gilman £ Boyd, 



[S. C. File No. 2455.] 
McINERNY V. THE KENNEDY ISLAND MILL CO. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New Brunswick. 

The appeal was dismissed with cost^, the decision in the 
ease of Finnie v. The City of Montreal (1), being followed. 

(23rd February, 1906.) 

(1) 32 Can. S. C. R. 335. 
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[S. C. File Xo. 245G.] jgOe 

THE NATIONAL MANUFACTUKING CO. v. ^""^^ 

SHAHPLE8 ET AL. 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 

Dismissed without costs by consent of the parties upon 
a settlement arrived at during the argument. 

(9th March, 1906.) 



[S. C. File No. 2458.1 
THE INTERNATIONAL HARVESTER CO. v. GRAHAM. 
APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Dismissed with costs. 
(6th April, 1906.) 



[S. C. File No. 2459. J 

BLACKSTOCK v. RITCHIE. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

Upon suggestion and consent filed by the parties, there 
having been a settlement made out of court, the case was 
struck from the roll and an order made that the judgment 
of the court below should be varied by directing that no 
costs should be payable from the commencement of the 
proceedings by either party to the other, and that the appeal 
to the Supreme Court of Canada should, otherwise, be dis- 
missed without costs. 

(6th and 16th November, 1906.) 

See Weddell v. BHclik (1), Toronto Oeneral Trusts Corpora- 
tion V. Central Ontario Railway Co, (8). 

(1) 10 Ont, L. R. 5. (2) 10 Ont. L. R. 347. 
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1906 [S. C. File No. 2^62,] 

SPIXDLEK V. FAKQUHAB. 

^Shipping — Charter-party >- Condition to load and proceed with 
diapatch — Delay — Loss of cargo — Recovery of freight — Action. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia (38 X. 
S.*Bep. 183), dismissed with costs for the reasons given in 
the court below. 

Mr. Justice Davies delivered a note to the eflfeet that 
he agreed with the reasons given by Townshend, J. (38 N. S. 
Eep. at p. 197) in the court below. 



[S. C. Pile No. 2474.] 

BITCHIE V. WEDDELL. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

Upon suggestion and consent filed by the parties, there 
having been a settlement made out of court, the ease was 
struck from the roll and an order made that the judgment 
of the court below should be varied by directing that no 
costs should be payable from the commencement of the pro- 
ceedings by either party to the other, and that the appeal 
to the Supreme Court of Canada should, otherwise, be dis- 
missed without costs. 

(6th and 16th November, 1906.) 

See WeddeJl v. Ritchie (1), Toronto General Trusts Cor- 
poration V. Central Ontario Railway Co. (2). 



* Present : Sib ESlz^ab Tabghereau, G.J.. and Girouabd, 
Davies. Idinoton and Maclennan, JJ. 

(1) 10 Ont L. R. 5. (2) 10 Ont. L. R, 347. 
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[S. C. File No. 2475.] 1906 

GAGNON V. CYR. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New Brunswick. 
Dismissed with costs. 
(23rd February, 1906.) 
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^ — . — ' 

ELLA M. BURKE AND OTHERS (Defendants) *^Nov:\1^^* 

^jjD Appellants, 

SAMUEL J. RITCHIE (Defendant) Respondent; 

IN THE MATTER OF THE TORONTO GENERAL TRUSTS 
CORPORATION (PLAINTIFFS) AGAINST THE CENTRAL 
ONTARIO RAILWAY COMPANY AND OTHERS (DEFEND- 
ANTS) . 

On Appeal from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

Agree ment for delivery of bonds — Mistake. 

In the action by the corporation against the railway company a 
reference was made to the master to decide the ownership of 
certain bonds of which Burke, one of the defendants, had become 
purchaser at a judicial sale in the course of litigation between 
the appellants and the respondent. They had executed an agree- 
ment providing that, on payment of $5,0(X), the price of adjudica- 
tion, and a judgment for $67,()(X) against Ritchie, the bonds 
should be transferred to him. Ritchie contended that only $5,0(X) 
waa to be paid, and that after he had signed the agreement he 
discovered the mistake in its provision for payment of the larger 
sum. The Master decided that Ritchie was entitled to the bonds 
upon payment of the smaller sum. His ruling wias reversed by 
Meredith, C.J., but was restored by the judgment of the dkmrt of 
Appeal. 

♦Present: Fitzpatrick, C.J., and Gibouabd. Da vies, Iding- 
TOR and Durr, JJ. 



RiTOHIK. 



866 SUPREME COURT CASES. 

1906 ^^W. reversing the judgment appealed from, that upon a correct 
' — , — ' view of the evidence, the judgment of Meredith, CJ., waa right 

Burks and should be restored. 

V. 

APPEAL from the judgment of the Court of Appeal for 
Ontario, which reversed the judgment of Meredith, C.J., 
setting aside the ruling of the Master, on a reference, decid- 
ing that the respondent was entitled to certain bonds in 
question upon the payment of $5,000 only. 

The circumstances of the case are stated in the judgment 
now reported. 

Shepley, K.C., and Blacksiock, K.C., for the appelknts. 
Hellmvih, K.C., and J, II , Moss, for the respondent. 

The following opinions were delivered: 

Thk Chief Justice (oral). — I am of opinion that this 
appeal should be allowed with costs, and that the judgment 
of Mr. Justice Meredith should be restored. 

GiROUARD, J. — This is another instance which illustrates 
that a lawyer is often a poor adviser in his own case. The 
late Judge Burke, here represented by the appellants, dic- 
tated a deed of compromise or settlement underhand of 
quite a large number of lawsuits and proceedings pending 
between himself and the respondent, both in the Province 
of Ontario and the State of Ohio. It is not necessary to 
make any special reference to these cases to determine the 
present appeal. He says, in his deposition, that they were 
all settled and to be discontinued, and that the option 
stipulated by the respondent that Burke would transfer the 
two hundred and twenty-five bonds of the Central Ontario 
Railway to himself or his assignee, was to be exercised on 
on or before tlie first of January, 1903, only on the payment 
of $5,000 and $: 0,000, the $5,000 being the amount paid 
by Burke for the said bonds at auction, and the $70,000 
being the amount of one of the judgments, in principal and 
interest, obtained in the Circuit Court of Summit County, 
Ohio, against the respondent and his wife. On the con- 
trary, the respondent swears that the amount was only 
$5,000. 
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The argument has been full and lengthy and was pre- 1906 
eented by able counsel on both sides, and at the end of the ""^ 

Burks 

four days it occupied, I confess I was far from having formed v, 

a comprehensive view of the case. After serious deliberation, R^tohik. 
1 have, however, arrived at the conclusion that the judg- Girouard» J 
Kient of Mr. Justice Meredith should prevail and should 
not have been disturbed by the Court of Appeal. 

The agreement, indeed, is not as clear as it could be, 
especially in view of the other papers made and signed 
simultaneously, where Burke admits that the judgment 
obtained in Summit County Court had been fully satisfied 
and settled, being the judgment which led to the exacting 
of the payment of the $70,000 above mentioned. If instead 
Burke had merely stipulated in the deed that $5,000 and 
$70,000 should be paid to him, without mentioning the 
judgment, his case would undoubtedly be more clear. How- 
ever, we must endeavour to find out the intention of the 
parties from the terms of the agreement. 

As a matter of fact, no money was paid by the respond- 
ent and none was due, as he had yet a long delay of several 
months to provide the same. These discharges were made 
and signed only to discharge the judgments, and not the 
conditional indebtedness, which remained exigible, as pro- 
vided for in the deed of settlement, that is, when the re- 
spondent would exercise his option in due time and demand 
the delivery of the $225,000 bonds. 

As this case is not one of mutual mistake, the settlement 
is the only document which can help us in determining its 
meaning, and, in this respect, I believe there cannot be any 
doubt, as remarked by Mr. Justice Meredith. 

In the first place, Burke declares that he is desirous to 
have the said Summit judgment or decree cancelled or 
assigned to some person to be named by the respondent 
upon the following consideration; — 

That the said party of the second part shall and does hereby 
undertake and promise to pay the said party of the first part the 
consideration which he paid for the said two hundred and twenty- 
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1906 ^^^ bondfi at auction, to wit. five thousand dollars, and interest 

— , — ' thereon from the date of the sale thereof, and that he, the said Ritchie, 

Burks will also pay to the said party of the first part the amount of said 

RiTCHiB. decree rendered in favour of the first party in the said Circuit Court, 

and which action is now pending in the Supreme Court, to wit, 

GiROUARD, J. being, with interest up to the time of the said decree, about the 
sum of seventy thousand dollars, with interest thereon from the 
rendition of said decree up to the time of payment. 

And, in the next paragraph^ it is declared that the said 
transfer would be made, 

upon payment of the said $5,CMX) and interest thereon, and the 
amount of the decree so rendered in the Circuit Court of Summit 
County, Ohio. 

And, further on, the parties declare ** that the indebted- 
ness above described '' shall be paid on or before the 1st 
January, 1903, with interest thereon. And, further on 
again, the parties refer to this "payment of the indebted- 
ness above mentioned.*' 

After this settlement, Burke could not resort to his 
jucl^jnient or decree to enforce the payment of the sum of 
money it represented, either against the respondent or his 
wife. It was discharged and settled to all intents and pur- 
poses and the settlement wbls substituted for the said judg- 
ment. It matters not whether the settlement had been 
profitable to the respondent or not; he was the best judge 
of his own interests, and his dealings connected with this 
litigation shew that he was a shrewd business man. There 
was no fraud that 1 can see on either side, and the Court 
of Appeal has not found that there was any. The mistake 
of one of the parties is not sufficient to void a contract of 
this character. 

I am not prepared to say finally that the respondent 
has not made a good bargain. He got full release from 
the Summit decree, not only as far as he was personally 
concerned, but also, against his wife, and relinquished the 
lien which Burke had acquired on her property to an amount 
much larger than was necessary to secure the payment of 
the decree in principal and interest. He was not bound to 
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pay the amount of this judgment, except in one case, — if 1906 
he wished to exercise the option stipulated. The respond- 
ent has tendered only $5,000, and I believe that this tender ^^^ 

was insuflBcient. Ritchik. 

61ROUABD, J. 
In my opinion, the appeal should be allowed and the 

judgment of Mr. Justice Meredith restored with costs. 

Davies, J. — I am of opinion that this appeal should be 
allowed and the judgment of Meredith, J., restored. I 
should have been well content to have rested my opinion 
upon the very clear and, to my mind, conclusive reasoning 
of that learned judge, without an additional word. 

But the conclusions reached by the Court of Appeal for 
Ontario in reversing that judgment seem to me to require 
j^ome explanation of my inability to concur in them. It is 
therefore absolutely necessary that a short statement should 
be repeated of the more prominent facts which led up to the 
agreement as to the meaning of which the contest in this 
appeal turns. 

This agreement was the culmination of bitter and pro- 
tracted litigation between the parties Burke and Kitchie, 
in the courts of the United States for a number of years. 
Proceedings had been taken at one time in the United 
States District Court for the Xorthem District of Ohio, 
by one James B. McMullen, and another against Ritchie, 
Burke, Rayne, Cornell and others, alleging the recovery 
of a judgment by them against Ritchie in Ontario, but that, 
owing to the latter's insolvency, they were unable to realize 
anything from their judgment, and further alleging that 
Ritchie was entitled to the equity of redemption in certain 
bonds and stocks pledged by him with his co-defendants, 
and asking to have an account taken of Ritchie's indebted- 
ness to such parties, and that the securities held by them 
respectively might be sold and any balance after deducting 
Ritchie's indebtedness be 'paid over to the McMuUens on 
account of their judgment against Ritchie. 

An account was subsequently taken and it was found 

that Ritchie was indebted to Burke in $269,023.03, and to 
c— 24 
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1906 the other defendants in larger amounts, and subsequently 

^"^"^ the bonds, stocks, and securities were sold by order of the 

V. court and each of the defendants purchased the securities 

RrroHiB. respectively pledged to him and credited the purchase 

Daviis, J, money upon the amounts found due them respectively. 

In Burke's case the balance found due to him by Ritchie 
after crediting the proceeds of the sale of the securities he 
held was $57,192, and for that amount judgment was en- 
tered for Burke and execution awarded him. 

The sale of these securities was afterwards confirmed, 
ratified and made absolute by the court. 

In 1900, Ritchie and his wife instituted proceedings in 
the Circuit Court of the United States of America for the 
Northern District of Ohio against Burke and the other 
parties to the suit of McMullen v. Ritchie, for the purpose 
of having the judgment therein and the sale of the securities 
thereunder vacated and set aside. 

The defendants demurred to Ritchie's bill and their 
demurrer was sustained, whereupon Ritchie appealed to the 
United States Circuit Court of Appeals, and this appeal was 
standing for argument at the time the agreement in ques- 
tion was made. 

Ritchie was also the appellant in another appeal to the 
Supreme Court of the State of Ohio from a judgment which 
Burke had obtained against him and his wife in the Circuit 
Court of Summit County in September, 1900, for the sum 
of $67,086.92, being the amount of the balance of the debt 
and interest which Ritchie owed Burke and which judgment 
declared that certain bonds, stocks and securities in the 
hands of CornelFs executors, and which were, claimed by 
Mrs. Ritchie a« her own, should in equity be appropriated 
to the payment of the $67,000 due by Ritchie to Burke, 
and directed the Cornell executors to sell a sufficient amount 
of such securities to pay off Ritchie's indebtedness to Burke. 

The Cornell executors were of course parties to these 
proceedings and judgment, and from this judgment Ritchie 



SUPBEME COURT CASES. 



871 



also appealed to the Supreme Court of Ohio, and this appeal 
also was standing for argument at the time the agreement 
now in litigation was entered into. 

As matters therefore stood when the two parties met 
on the 10th March, 1902, to make a settlement, Burke held 
two judgments in his favour, one declaring the purchase 
by him of the stocks and securities before mentioned to be 
valid and adjudging the balance of $57,000 odd with interest 
to be still due to him, and the other and later judgment in 
the Summit Court of Ohio awarding him judgment for the 
$57,000 with interest increasing the amount to $67,000, 
and adjudging him equitable execution against the Cornell 
stocks claimed by Mrs. Ritchie and directing these stocks to 
be sold to satisfy the judgment. 

Ritchie on the other hand had appealed from both 
judgments and both appeals were standing for hearing. 

These proceedings and appeals necessarily formed clouds 
upon the title of the securities which Burke had purchased 
and upon those which Mrs. Ritchie claimed as hers, and of 
course prejudiced their sale or disposition as notice of the 
proceedings had been very widely circulated amongst fin- 
anmal men. 

Under the circumstances the two men came together 
and the agreement of the 10th March, 1902, was entered 
into. 

The question involved in this appeal is whether, by this 
agreement, Ritchie became entitled to 225 bonds of $1,000 
each of the Central Ontario Railway Co., with the coupons 
attached, which bonds Burke had previously purchased at 
the judicial sale for $5,000, on re-payment to Burke of the 
$5,000 without interest, or whether he had to pay Burke, in 
addition to the $5,000, a further sum of about $70,000, being 
the balance of the original debt with interest due by Ritchie 
to Burke and secured by the judgments previously referred 
to. 

The recitals in the agreement, as well as its operative 
part, do not seem to me to leave this question open to any 
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doubt. They are clear, and provide for the payment of 
both snms to Burke by Eitchie before the latter could exer- 
cise his option of purchasing the bonds. 

It seems also to be clear beyond doubt that the courts 
cannot rectify the terms of the agreement and make them 
conform to what is alleged to have been the real under- 
standing of the parties for several reasons. Such rectifi- 
cation could only be made when the evidence was such as 
enabled the court to find that the agreement as signed did 
not express the real meaning of the parties, and further that 
the minds of the parties were ad idem to the proposed 
rectification, and such evidence must be cogent and conclu- 
sive. The statement of claim herein only submitted that 
the contract as proved really meant what Eitchie contends 
for and did not make any charge of fraud or of mutual 
mistake or ask for any rectification. 

No one could successfully contend that there was such 
cogent and conclusive evidence as would justify any rectifi- 
cation, and the question at issue was, therefore, reduced to 
the simple one of the true meaning of the written agreement. 

The judgment appealed from professed to have found 
such true meaning to have been in accordance with Eitchie's 
contention from the latter clause of the agreement, which 
says : — 

And that any action now pending in any court between the par- 
ties, except in regard to the decrees of the Circuit Court of Summit 
County, above mentioned, shall be dismissed by the plaintiff and all 
errors released so that thereafter from no existing cause whatever 
shall any litigation of any kind be instituted by one against the 
other for the ownership of any stock held or owned by either in 
any company or corporation in which either one or the other has 
at any time been interested. 

I am quite unable to reach any such conclusion. 

The decree in the Circuit Court of Summit County which 
was excepted in the above recited clause was so excepted for 
plain and obvious reasons, but for reasons quite consistent 
with the construction of the agreement and indeed with 
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its plain language requiring Bitchie to pay the amount 1906 

secured by such decree to Burke along with the $5,000, be- — ' — 

fore he could redeem the bonds. That excepted decree it ^^** 

will be remembered declared two distinct things, first, that Ritchik, 

Burke was entitled to judgment for the amount of the debt Daviks. J. 
then due by Bitchie to him, about $70,000, and secondly, 
that Burke was also entitled to equitable execution against 
the Cornell bonds and stocks, so called, which were claimed 
by Mrs. Bitchie, and that these bonds and stocks should be 
sold to satisfy, pay and discharge Burke^s judgment. 

For reasons of his own Bitchie seems to have desired 
that, as to this particular decree in the Circuit Court of 
Summit County, he should have the option of having it 
" cancelled or assigned to some person to be named by him,^' 
and the recitals to the agreement in question expressly state 
that to be his desire and also the willingness of Burke to 
comply with it. 

It seems, therefore, to me alike natural and proper that 
the latter part of the agreement providing for the formal 
releasing and satisfaction of the. several actions pending in 
the courts should have excepted this special one, which it 
had been previously provided should either be cancelled or 
assigned as Bitchie might determine, and that the conclu- 
sion drawn by the Court of Appeal that the election by 
Bitchie the day following the agreement to have this Sum- 
mit County judgment formally satisfied by Burke operated 
to discharge Bitchie from the express obligation he had 
assumed in case he desired to redeem the 225 bonds of the 
Central Ontario Bailway Co., of paying Burke the $70,000 
as well as the $5,000, is not justifiable. 

The real meaning of the agreement was that all previous 
litigation should be put an end to, the formal judgments 
satisfied, one of them assigned instead of being formally 
satisfied if so desired by Bitchie, and that he, Bitchie, should 
have the right of redeeming the bonds held by Burke at 
any time before the month of January following, on pay- 
ment of the real amount due Burke, $75,000, and if he 
failed so to redeem, Burke should thereafter hold the bonds 
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absolutely and Ritchie should not be under any further 
obligation to pay the debt or any part of it. 

The special exception, therefore, of this Summit County 
judgment in the latter part of the agreement and its formal 
satisfaction by Burke the following day at Ritchie's request 
and in the exercise of the special right of election given to 
him by the agreement of having it satisfied or assigned, are 
not, in my opinion, at all inconsistent with the express tenns 
of the agreement that Ritchie might redeem the bonds held 
by Burke, but only by paying the two amounts of $5,000 
and $70,000 due to Burke. 

The contention that the satisfaction of this judgment 
operated absolutely to discharge Ritchie not only from the 
obligation to pay the amount of the judgment to Burke, 
which all parties concede it did, but ako resulted in reducing 
the amount of the option which the agreement stipulated he 
should have in redeeming the bonds, is ingenious and, from 
one standpoint, plausible. 

It fails to convince me because it is at variance with 
the express stipulation of the agreement of the parties em- 
phasized by repetition that Ritchie was to have the bonds 
only on payment of both amounts, the $5,000 and the $70,000, 
and because the exception in this clause and the satisfaction 
of the judgment the day following the agreement are per- 
fectly consistent with the stipulation for the redemption 
of the bonds only on payment of both amounts, the agree- 
ment having provided for the satisfaction or assignment of 
the judgment as Ritchie should elect, and for Ritchie's dis- 
charge from any obligation to pay Burke the amount of 
the judgment or any part of it in case he failed or elected 
not to exercise his option of redeeming the bonds. 

If, instead of electing, on the day following the execution 
of the agreement, to have the Summit County judgment 
marked satisfied, Ritchie had elected to have had it assigned 
to trustees for his benefit and that of his wife as provided for 
in the agreement, could it have been in that case success- 
fully argued that such assignment operated as a payment 
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on account of the option to purchase the bonds to the 1906 
amount secured by the judgment? ' ' ' 

BURKl 
V, 

That suggestion, of course, only puts the argument in RrpomE. 
another, but I venture to think, if possible, a still stronger davibb j 
light. 

Idington, J. — ^I think the appeal herein should be 
allowed and the judgment of Mr. Justice Meredith restored. 
I can add nothing useful to what he has said in support 
thereof. 

Duff, J. — ^The appellants are the executor and executrix 
of the late Stevenson Burke, who at his death was the legis- 
tered holder of certain mortgage bonds constituting a charge 
upon the property of the Central Ontario Eailway Co. The 
railway having been sold under a judgment of the High 
Court of Justice,, the Local Master at Belleville (upon ref- 
erence to him to ascertain the holders of the company^s 
bonds) found that the bonds referred to were (subject to 
the payment of $5,000 with interest from a certain date) 
the property of the respondent. This finding was, on ap- 
peal, reversed by Meredith, J., but afterwards was restored 
by the Court of Appeal, from whose judgment the present 
appeal is brought. 

It is admitted that on the 10th March, 1902, the appel- 
lants gave the respondent an option to purchase these bonds, 
and, in substance, although the Court of Appeal has looked 
at it from another aspect, the controversy relates, I think, 
to the terms of that option; the respondent's case being that 
under these terms the purchase price was fixed at $5,000; 
and the appellants', that in addition to that sum the respond- 
ent was, as a condition of the option, to pay the amount 
still unpaid ($69,000) on a judgment which Burke had re- 
covered against the respondent in the Circuit Court of 
Summit County in the State of Ohio. 

Some years prior to the date mentioned, the respondent 
borrowed from the appellant $150,000; and to secure the 
repayment of that sum assigned to Burke (among other 
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things) the bonds in question. As the result of a series of 
legal proceedings, the particulars of which are not material, 
the property in the bonds became vested absolutely in Burke, 
and at the date of the option Burke had, in respect of the 
respondent's indebtedness, judgments against him personally 
in various courts of the United States, all of which (as 
Maclennan, J., finds in his reason for judgment delivered 
in the Court of Appeal) had then become merged in the 
judgment of the Summit County Circuit Court already 
referred to. The respondent, on the other hand, had insti- 
tuted actions impeaching these personal judgments as well 
as the proceedings through which Burke had acquired a 
title to the subject of his securities, and these actions, or 
appeals arising out of them, were then pending. 



In this state of affairs Burke and the respondent came 
to a settlement; and a document (which it was intended 
should express the terms of it) was executed by both of 
them. This instrument (which was dictated by Burke in 
the presence of the respondent) is unhappily framed; but 
upon the main point in controversy its language is clear. It 
provides that the respondent shall have an option to pur- 
chase the bonds in question; and in unmistakeable terms 
prescribes as the conditions of the option that (within a 
given time) the respondent shall pay the sum of $5,000 and 
the amount still unpaid ($69,000) on the judgment referred 
tob It is not suggested that the respondent has ever, in the 
exercise of this option, paid or offered to pay more than 
$5,000, and in order, therefore, to make good his claim he 
must establish a case sufficient to justify the judicial rectifi- 
cation of the instrument, or shew that he was relieved from 
the condition requiring payment of the judgment. 

For the reasons given by Meredith, J., I think the evi- 
dence is not sufficient to sustain the finding of the Master 
that Burke ^agreed to an optional sale of the bonds for the 
price of $5,000. I therefore proceed to consider whether, 
by reason of the subsequent conduct of the parties, the 
respondent can succeed on the alternative ground above 
mentioned. 
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On the day the agreement was executed, and the follow- 1906 
ing day, four other documents were executed, all obviously *'"' 
designed to effect that which all parties aver was their in- ^^*** 
tention in entering into the settlement, namely — ^that all Ritohib. 
litigation pending between them should cease and that the duffTj. 
respondent should be released from all subsisting judgments 
which had been obtained by Burke. One of these docu- 
ments, admittedly executed on the second day, was a formal 
acknowledgment by Burke that the respondent had satisfied 
the judgment mentioned in the condition referred to. The 
Court of Appeal has held that the legal effect of the exe- 
cution of this acknowledgment was to relieve the respondent 
from this condition; and that thereupon the respondent 
became entitled under the terms of option to a transfer of 
the bonds on payment, within the time prescribed, of the 
sum of $5,000. 

I cannot agree with this view. The course of reasoning 
which led the Court of Appeal to it seems to proceed mainly 
upon the ground that the terms of the settlement, as ex- 
pressed in the agreement, except from the operation of the 
settlement the judgment in question. 

I do not think it necessary to express any opinion upon 
this point of construction. Counsel for the respondent 
quite properly conceded that the agreement is at least open 
to a construction in the sense opposite to that placed upon it 
by the Court of Appeal; and it is ijommon ground that if, 
on its true reading, it does effect such an exclusion, it so 
far fails to express the intention with which it was executed. 

It is manifest as well from the oral evidence of the 
parties as from the terms of the instrument, that the agree- 
ment was intended to embrace two distinct subjects matter,— 
the settlement of the litigation (including the release of 
the subsisting judgment), and the granting of the option. 
Admittedly the settlement involved, as a term of it, the ex- 
ecution by. Burke of a formal assignment or. discharge of the 
Summit County judgment; on the other hand, one of the 
plainly expressed conditions upon which the option was to 
be exercisable, was the payment within the prescribed time 
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of the amount still unpaid on that judgment. How then 
are we to regard the formal discharge executed by Burke 
the day after the execution of the agreement? As imple- 
menting the obligation which, whatever the true construc- 
tion of the agreement, he believed he was under to give 
such a discharge as a term of the settlement, or as a; waiver 
or binding acknowledgment of the fulfilment of the con- 
dition. 

I confess I can see no sound reason why the terms both 
of the settlement and of the option should not be given their 
full effect and, consequently, none for holding that in per- 
forming his obligations under the settlement he necessarily 
abandoned any of his rights in respect of the option. 

So with regard to the view that the onus rested on 
Ritchie "to shew that the discharge signed by him under 
the circumstances ought not to have its legal effect." Once 
it appears that the execution of the discharge was required 
by the terms of the settlement, there seems to be nothing in 
its execution (either in poht of fact or of legal effect) which 
bears upon the substantial controversy between the parties, 
namely, that which concerns the terms of the option to 
purchase as originally agreed to by Burke. 

Appeal allowed with costs. 

Solicitors for the appellants; Beatty, Blacksioch, Fasken, 

RiddeU & Mdbee. 

Solicitors for the respondent; Barwichy Ayleswarth, Wright 

& Moss, 



1905 [S. C. Pile Nos. 2481, 2482.] 

HALIFAX ELECTION CASES; EOCHE v. HETHEB- 
INGTON; CARNEY v. HETHERTNGTON. 

APPEALS from the Controverted Elections Court dis- 
missed with costs for the reasons given by Weatherbe, C.J., 
and preliminary objections to the petitions to stand dis- 
missed with costs. 

(1st December, 1905.) 
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[S. C. FUe No, 2492.] 1906 

W 

THE CANADIAN PACIFIC RAILWAY CO. v. POR- 

SYTHE. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (10 Ont. 
L. R. 73) dismissed with costs. 

None of the judges expressed any opinions except Mr. 
Justice Idington, who delivered a written memorandum to 
the effect that ^^for the reasons assigned by the Court of 
Appeal/' the appeal should be dismissed with costs. 

(14th April, 1906.) 



[S. C. File No. 2497.] 

DROLET V. LA BANQUE NATIONALE. 
APPEAL from the Court of Review at Montreal. 
Dismissed with costs for want of prosecution. 
(19th February, 1906.) 



[S. C. File No. 2499.] 1905 

* 

MARBLE SAVINGS BANK v. THE KING et al. 
APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 
Discontinued. 
, (23rd October, 1905.) 
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1906 la. C. File No. 2506.] 

I 

ST. ANTOINE ELECTION CASE; AMES v. PLEAU. 
APPEAL from the Controverted Elections Court. 
Dismissed with costs for want of prosecution. 
(20th February, 1906.) 



•March 16. 



1905 [S. C. File No. 2508.] 

SMITH V. THE INDIAiSTA MANUFACTURING CO. 

MOTION for special leave to appeal from the Ex- 
chequer Court of Canada. 

Refused with costs by Idington, J. 

(21st November, 1905.) 



1906 [S. C. File No. 2511.] 

BRADLEY et al. v. SAUNDERS. 

Construction of Will — Executors and trustees — Power of appoint- 
ment — Appeal — Jurisdiction — Matter in controversy — Special 
leave to appeal refused. 

APPEAL from the judgment of the Court of Appeal 
for Ontario, aflBrming the decision of the trial judge. 



This case arose from a provision in a will appointing two 
brothers of the testator executors and trustees, that "in 



• Present : Sedgewick, Girouabd, Davies and Maclennan. JJ. 
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the event of the death or inability or refusal to act of either 1906 

of said trustees, then my surviving brothers and sisters, or _""'' ' 
a majority of them/' should have power of appointment. kt al. 



After the testator's death, the executors named obtained 
probate of the will and three months later one of them died. 

A year after his death, a majority of the brothers and 
sisters surviving appointed the plaintifE executor and trus- 
tee in his place. 

The surviving executor refused to recognize such appoint- 
ment, claiming that the power could only be exercised in 
ease of the refusal or death at the time of the testator's 
death. 

The plaintiff (respondent) brought an action to have 
it declared that he was a trustee under the will, and for 
a mandatory order to compel the surviving trustees (appel- 
lants) to permit him to assist in administering the trusts. 

The trial judge held that the plaintiff was properly ap- 
pointed, reserving all the other issues. The Court of Ap- 
peal for Ontario affirmed his judgment. 

MOTION to quash the appeal for want of jurisdiction 
on the ground that there was no title to real estate involved 
and that the case was not, otherwise, appealable to the Su- 
preme Court of Canada under the provisions of the Supreme 
and Exchequer Courts Acts and its amendments. 

Ayleaworth, K.C., for the motion. 

Eiddelly K.C., for tlie appellants, opposed the motion and 
alternatively asked that special leave for an appeal should 
be granted on account of the importance of the questions 
involved. 

The motion to quash was allowed by the court and the 
application for special leave to appeal was refused. 

Appeal quashed with cosU, 



V. 

Saundkrb. 
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1905 [S. C. FUe No. 2513.] 

•D^: iJ: THE HAMILTON BBASS MANUFACTURING CO. V. 

THE BARK CASH AND PACKAGE CO. 

Appeal — Special leave — Matter in controvenu — Di8cretionarif order 

— Practice, 

MOTION for special leave to appeal from the Court of 
Appeal for Ontario. 

By agreement, the appellants were to manufacture and 
sell cash and package carriers^ and^ after charging up the 
cost of construction, to divide the net profits with the re- 
spondents, who were patentees of the articles. The profits 
were divided up to August, 1895, when appellants, claiming 
a breach of the conditions, treated the contract as ended, but 
continued to manufacture and sell. 

In an action against them for an account, they pleaded 
termination of the contract; account stated and settled; 
statute of limitations, and breach by the respondents. 

On a reference to the Master to take the accounts, he 
held that appellants were licensees and that the account 
should only go back to 1901; that it should be taken to the 
time of the issue of the writ, and that the contract was ter- 
minated by notice after the judgment on which the refer- 
ence was made. 

The Mater's report was aflBrmed by Mr. Justice Street, 
but the Court of Appeal held that the appellants were 
grantees and not licensees, and that the statute of limita- 
tions could not be invoked; that the Master should take 
the account to the date of his report, and that it was beyond 
the scope of his functions to decide that the contract was 
at an end, and even if not, he was wrong, as the facts did 
not shew a termination. 

Staunton, K.C., for the motion. 
Boultbee, contra. 



* Present : Sm Elz£ab Taschebeau, C J., and Ghoitaid. 

DaVIE8« IOINOTON and MACLBlfNAN, JJ. 
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» 

The motion was refused by the court on the ground that 1905 
the questions in controversy upon such an appeal would not ' ' 
justify the exercise of judicial discretion in granting an brass Manu- 
order for special leave. faotubino Co. 

Barb Cash 

Motion refused with costs, and* Pack aqr 
' Co. 

Note. — Subsequently an appeal was taken from the above judg- 
ment, de pUpnOf the appellants claiming that the pecuniary amount in 
controversy actually exceeded one thousand dollars. This appeal 
was heard by the Supreme Court of Canada, on 22nd and 23rd 
November, 1906, and, on 11th December, 1906, the appeal was al- 
lowed in part without costs. See 38 Can. S. C. R. 217. 



[S. C. FUe No. 2514.] 

HANSON BROTHERS et al v. BEIQUE. 
APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada. 
Dismissed with costs for want of prosecution. 
(18th June, 1905.) 



[S. C. File No. 2516.] 

PREPONTAINE v. BEIQUE et al. 

APPEAL from the judgment of the Exchequer Court 
of' Canada by a creditor of the South Shore Railway Com- 
pany. 

Notice, filed, 13th December, 1905. 

On 23rd February, 1906, a suggestion was filed notifying 
the death of the appellant. 

Case still pending on Ist June, 1907. 
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1905 [S. C. File No. 2520.] 

DAERAGH v. McCUTCHEON. 
APPEAL from the Supreme Court of New Brunswick. 
Abandoned. 
(Gth November, 1905.) 



1906 [S. C. File No. 2526.] 

■ — I — ' 

JACKSON V. DRAKE, JACKSON & HELMCKEN. 

Amending minutes of judament — Correcting error — i^uit against 
partnership — !Special leave for motion to full court — Pravtice. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of British Columbia. 

Motion on behalf of the appellant to vary the minutes 
of the judgment allowing the appeal, made on special leave 
obtained on 29th May, 1906, by providing that the said 
appellant should recover the amount sued for with costs 
" against the said respondents," instead of " against H. 
Dallas Helmcken, the surviving defendant.'^ 

The action was against a partnership, and on the appeal 
by the plaintiff, tliey were represented by the surviving 
partner only. In allowing the appeal (37 Can. S. C. R. 315, 
at pages 319-320) tlu* court inadvertently directed that 
judgment should be entered for the plaintiff against the 
surviving defendant only. 

After hearing counsel for the parties, respectively, the 
court ordered that the amendment should be allowed as 
applied for, without costs. 

Motion granted without costs. 

(12th June, 1906.) 
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[S. C. File No, 2527.1 1906 

^_ _ m ' 

I 

MILLER V. THE GLOBE PKINTING CO. 
APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario.* 

After hearing counsel for the appellant and without call- 
in^jf upon counsel for tlie re&pondents for any arguments, 
the appeal was dismissed with costs. 

• The jud^nnent of the court was announced, as follows, by 

Sedgevvick, J. — The majority of the court do not see 
any {ground for disturbing the unanimous judgment of the 
Court of Appeal in this case. 

Idingtox, J., dissented. 



(29th March, 1906.) 



Appeal dismissed with costs. 



♦ Present : Sedgewick, Girouabd, Davies and Idinoton, JJ. 



[S. C. File Xo. 2528.] 

THE PEOPLES LIFE INSURANCE CO. v. 

TATTERSALL. 

APl'KAL from thp Ccmrt of Appeal for Outari: 

Dismissed with costs. 

(15th March, 1906.) 

(.—2.5 
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1906 [S. C. Files Nos. 2530, 2531.] 

•Marohis:" CASS V. COUTIKE; CASS v. McCUTCHEON. 

•March 16. 

Appeal — Practice — Amendment of pleadings — Discretionary 

order — Procedure — Final judgment. 

Where no injustice had been done in the refusal of leave to amend 
pleadings, the court refused to interfere with the orders made by the 
courts below in the exercise of judicial discretion and quashed the 
appeals. 

APPEALS from judgments of the Court of King's 
Bench for Manitoba (14 Man. Rep. 458), reversing the 
judgment of Perdue, J., by which the orders of the referee 
in chambers, permitting amendments to the pleadings, had 
been affirmed. 

The appeals involved the same question, namely, whether 
a trustee may in an action founded on breach of contract, 
made between him and a third party, to recover, on behalf 
of the cestui que trust, damages which the cestui que irtist 
may have sustained where the cestui que trust, a contem- 
plated joint stock company, was not in existence at the time 
of the contract, but had been incorporated before the breach 
occurred. The statements of claim were considered defec- 
tive as filed, and motions to amend were made and allowed 
by the referee in chambers, whose orders were affirmed, 
on appeal, by a judge in chambers. 

On further appeal, the full court reversed the orders by 
the judgments appealed from. 

Motions to quash were made in both cases on the grounds 
that such judgments were not final and, consequently, could 
not be appealed from, and that they affected matters of pro- 
cedure only in the courts below, and were made in the 
exercise of judicial discretion which could not be reviewed. 
The moti(ms were supported by 

Ciirh, for the respondents. 

Chrysler, K.C., for the appellant, in each case, contra. 

• Present : Sedoewick, Girouabd, Davies, Idinoton »nd 
Maclennan, JJ. 
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The motions to quash had been enlarged and were 



1906 



spoken to by counsel at the hearing upon the merits. cass 

r. 
CocTTiia. 

After hearing counsel on behalf of both parties, judg- ^ 
ments were reserved, and, on a subsequent day, the court r. 

dismissed the appeals with full costs. ^ ctcheon. 

The only reasons for judgment delivered were as fol- 
lows : — 



Idington, J. — These cases involve nothing that has 
finally determined the rights of anybody. 

They raise merely the question of whether or not the 
court below have exercised a proper discretion in relation 
to an amendment of the pleadings, where the court were not 
bound by any rule of law or statute to amend, and I see no 
refusal of natural justice such as might entitle us to enter- 
tain these appeals. 

I think, therefore, that they ought to be quashed with 
costs of appeals. 

Appeals quashed with costs. 



[S. C. File No. 2534.] 



BIGELOW V. EASTERN TRUSTS CO. 



APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia. 
Dismissed with costs for want of prosecution. 



(19th February, 1906.) 
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1906 [S. C. Pile No. 2537.] 

* A pril 3—6. 

•April 14. THE CITY OF TOKONTO v. THE METALLIC EOOF- 

ING CO. OF CANADA. 

Conditions of contract — Execution of works — Specifications — Dis- 
missal of contractor — Value of work performed — Extras — Dam- 
ages — Taking accounts — Costs, 

Where the condition of a cx>ntract in regard to claims for extras 
was not complied with, the court held that no such claim could 
be allowed, but, as the contractor had been improperly dismissed^ 
an alternative claim for damages was allowed. 

(Ed. Note.— This case is shortly noted at 37 Can. S. C. R. 692.) 
APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

The questions at issue on the appeal sufficiently appear 
from the judgments reported. 

Shepley, K.C., and McKelcun, for the appellants. 
TilJey and Johnston, for the respondents. 

Sedgevvick and Girouard, JJ., concurred in the judg- 
ment allowing the appeal for the reasons stated by Davies, J. 

Davies, J. — I think this appeal must be allowed in part 
and the reference to the Master to take the accounts some- 
what varied. 

I agree with the Chancellor who tried the cai?e and with 
the Court of Appeal that the plaintiffs are entitled to be 
paid for the work done by them on the whole roof under 
the contract, and to this extent I agree with the reference. 

I think, however, that the argument advanced by Mr. 
Shopley as to the true construction of clauses 7 and 10 of 
the contract between the parties must prevail, and that 
additional work or extras cannot be recovered by the respond- 

• Present : Sedgewick, Girouard, Davies, Idinoton and 
Maclennan, J J. 
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ents against the city unless, as specified in clause 7, it is 1906 
first authorized by tlie architect in writing and countersigned ' ' 

by the chairman of the property committee. The special Toronto 
exception of this particular requirement in clause 10 from *• 

the operation of that clause shews this clearly. Roofing Co, 



This being so and the respondents not having secured 
compliance with this condition precedent before doing the 
extra work for which they claim payment, that claim must 
be struck out of the reference. 

But I see no reason whatever why the respondents' 
claim for damages for being improperly dismissed, and pre- 
vented from carrying out their contract, should not be re- 
ferred to the Master for assessment. 

In the Court of Appeal the argument seems to have gone 
on the assumption that if the main claim was allowed the 
extras should follow. But the plaintiff, in his reasons for 
appeal, was careful to contend that, if he was not allowed for 
extras, he must be entitled to prove his damages in case his 
dismissal from the contract was held to be illegal. 

As 1 feel myself obliged to yield to the clear words of 
the contract regarding extras, and exclude them from the 
reference to the Master, I at the same time am equally clear 
that the reference of the damages which had been excluded 
should be included. 

I only desire to add that, after examining the ca^es to 
which our attention was called by Mr. Shepley, and care- 
fully weighing his argument, I am quite unable to accept 
his conclusion that the special contract in this case in any 
way constituted, or could have been intended to constitute, 
a guarantee from the respondents that the roof covering 
they contracted to supply and fasten on as provided by the 
contract would be weather or water-tight. The contract 
was not to roof in or supply a roof for a building, but to 
cover an existing roof with specified material in a specified 
manner. When this was done, the contract was completed. 



Daviks, J 



390 SUPKEME COURT CASES. 



^ 
S 



1906 The appeal should be allowed, and the reference to the 

^~*"^ Master amended by excluding the claim for extra work and 
Toronto including that for damages. 

V. 

Mbtaluc 
Roofing Co. As both parties have been successful partly in their 

Davi]», J. contentions in this court, there should be no costs on this 
appeal. 

Idington, J. — I have read the judgment of my brother 
Sir Louis Davies and concur in the principle upon which it 
proceeds. 

I fear, however, if we send this to the Master without 
anything further, that injustice may be done the plaintifiEs, 
or further litigation arise to determine the meaning of the 
reference. 

The plaintiffs have seen fit to claim as extras for work 
which might well, for aught I know, be held to be attribut- 
able to the execution of what the contract requires, and as 
done thereunder, without having to rely upon the provi- 
sions for extras. If they erred in that regard they should 
not be punished by reason of such error. 

The work, as first done, may not have been worth any- 
thing as a fulfilment of the contract, though the plaintiffs 
contended it was. 

The work as lastly done, or both that firstly and lastly 
together, may be in fulfilment of the contract, rendering it 
valuable work, which is to be assessed by the Master as 
done under the contract. 

The contractors ought not to be met now with the answer 
thereto that their own contention may give a plausible, but 
only a plausible, sort of support to. 

Nor should the value of the work as it now stands be 
enhanced by reason of its having been done twice over, so t» 
speak, once in one way and again in another way. 
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The Master should proceed as if the contentions, pro and 1906 

eon, in respect of extras had never existed, and estimate the ' — ^^ 

value of the work as it stood when the plaintiffs were dis- ToBoim) 

missed, on the basis of the prices the tender proposed it *• 

should be done for, in a good workmanship-like manner, and, RooriNo Co. 

60 far as within and attributable to the contract and the idinoton J 
execution thereof, without resorting to the clause authoriz- 
ing extras. 



If and so far as necessar}' to resort to that provision no 
allowance should be made for it. 



Maclennan, J., concurred for the reasons stated by Mr. 
Justice Davies. 



Appeal allowed in part without costs. 

Solicitor for the appellant: W. C. Chisholm. 

Solicitors for the respondents: Thomson, Tilley & Johns- 
ton. 



[S. C. File Xo. 2541.] 



THE OTTAWA ELECTRIC RAILWAY CO. v. DODD. 



APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 



Dismissed with costs. 



(14th May, 1906.) 
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1906 [S. C. File No. 2543.J 

f 

THE GOLD LEAF MINING CO. OF ONTARIO v. 

CLARK ET AL. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario dis- 
missed with costs, for the reasons given in the court below, 
Idington, J., dissenting. 

Mr. Justice Idington discussed the agreement between 
the parties, in a written judgment, taking a different view 
and- concluding that the appeal ought to have been al- 
lowed with costs. 

(12th June, 1906.) 



[S. C. File No. 2544.] 

THE KIXG V. PRICE. 

APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada (10 Ebc. 
C. R. 105). 

Discontinued with costs. 

(14th Septeml)er, 1906.) 



[S. C. File No. 2545.] 

CONNOLLY ET AL. V. THE KING. 
APPEAL from the Exchequer Court of Canada, 
Dismissed for want of prosecution. 
(8th October, 1906.) 
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[S. C. File No. 2548. J 1906 

*— -» — 

PEDRO J. DeGALINDEZ et al. (Defendants) '^OctV.^' 

*xT.^ Appellants, 

AND 

WILLIAM OWENS (Plaintiff) Respondent. 

ON APPEAL FROM THE COURT OF KING'S BENCH. 
appeal, side, province of QUEBEC. 

Appeal — Findings of fad — Reversing on appeal — Practice, 

Unhess the appellant adduces clear proof that there was error 
ill concurrent findings on questions of fact in the courts below, the 
Supreme Court of Canada ought not to interfere. 

Cf. Whitney v. Joyce (95 L. T. 74.) 

APPEAL from the judgment of the Court of King's 
Bench, appeal side, affirming the judgment of the Superior 
Court, District of Montreal, which maintained the plaintiff's 
action with costs. 

The action was to recover $5,832.25 with interest for a 
claim against the Atlantic and Lake Superior Railway 
Company, which, it was alleged, the defendants under- 
took to pay in order to get possession of the railway and 
obtain certain subsidies for its ccmstruction. In both courts 
below the plaintiff was successful and the defendants ap- 
pealed, contending that, as a matter of fact, any agreement 
which had been entered into amounted either to a guarantee 
or constituted a sale of a debt, that no such debt actually 
existed and that if any amount was ever duo to the plaintiff, 
it had been paid and satisfied before action. 

T. Chase Casgrain, K.C., for the appellants. 
F. S. Mnclennan, K.C., for the respondent. 

The Chief Justice. — It is a well settled rule of this 
court that when the question is whether or not concurrent 

* Present : Fitzpatrick, C. J., and Girocard, Idinoton, Mao- 
UENNAN and Duff. J J. 
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I UO^ n judgments of the courts below should be reversed by reason 

' — '— ' of erroneous views of the facts of the case having been 

"etaT**" taken, it is incumbent upon the appellant to adduce the 

^- clearest proof that there was such error in the judgments, 

or 60 to speak, to put his linger on the miptake. 

I concur in the view taken by my brother Idington that 
the appeal should be dismissed with costs for the reasons 
assigned in the courts below. 

GiROUARD, J., concurred with the Chief Justice. 

Idington, J. — For the reasons assigned in the courts 
below, I think the appeal herein should be dismissed with 
costs. 

Maclennan and Duff, JJ., concurred with the Chief 
Justice. 

Appeal dismissed with costs. 



1906 [8. C. File No. 2549.] 

— 1 — -^ 

tJJ"°l: S- THE CANADIAN NORTHERN RAILWAY CO. v. T. D. 

*Maroh 30. _ _ 

KOBINSON & SON. 

Appeal from Board of Railway Commissioners — Want of jurisdictiam 

—RaUway Act, 1909, 

His Ix>rdHhip entertained some doubt as to the jurisdiction of the 
Board of Railway Commissioners for Canada, and, consequently, 
granted leave for an appeal. 

Cf. The Montreal Street RaUway Co. v. The Montreal Ttr* 
minal Railway Co. (35 Can. S. C. K. 478.) 

(Note. — For report on merits see 37 Can. S. C. R. 541.) 

MOTION on behalf of the railway company for leare 
to appeal from an order of the Board of Bailway Commis- 
sioners for Canada directing the company to provide the 
respondents, a firm dealing largely in coal, with a siding 
upon or near the firm's coal -yards, adjacent to the Winnipeg 

* Present: Mb. Justice Maclennan, in Chambers. 
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station of the company, for the unloading of the firm's 1906 

supplies of coal from the company's cars. ' — ■ — 

Camadun 

0. F. Macdonell for the motion. Rt. Co. 

Howell, K.C., contra. ^"£^^^ * 



Son. 



A. G. Blair, Jr,, for the Board of Railway Commissioners. 

Maclennan, J. — The only ground on which the motion 
is, or could be rested, under the Railway Act, 1903, is a 
want of jurisdiction on the part of • the commissioners. 
After examining the several sections of the Act applicable 
to the case, and considering all that was urged with much 
ability before me, on both sides, I think the question of 
jurisdiction is not so clear that I ought not to allow the 
railway company to have it discussed before the Supreme 
Court. 

I therefore grant the leave applied for, the costs of the 
jmotion to be costs on the appeal. 

Motion granted. 



[S. C. File No. 2550.] 1906 

DOUGALL v. CHOUILLOU. •March 22, 

Appeal — Jurisdiction — Amount in controversy — Rescission of 
contract — Adding of interest to give jurisdiction, 

MOTION for approval of security for the costs of an 
appeal from the Court of King's Bench, Province of Quebec, 
appeal side. 

An application was first made to the Registrar in Cham- 
bers and the present motion was by way of appeal before 
Girouard, J., in chambers. 

The action was under a contract for the sale of goods for 
$3,125, by the respondent, plaintiff, who alleged that the 
goods delivered were not according to contract, that he 

* Present: Mb. Justice GntouASD, in Chambers. 
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1906 offered to return them to the defendant, appellant, who 

' — '— ' refused to receive them, and, thereupon, after notice, he 

^ sold the goods at the risk of the appellant, and he claimed 

Chouillou. damages for loss of profits less than $2,000. 

The appellant contended that the real matter in con- 
troversy was the rescission of the contract, which was for 
an amount exceeding $2,000 ; that the amount claimed, with 
interest added, would exceed $2,000 and that questions of 
importance to the mercantile community were involved in 
the cause. 

After hearing counsel on behalf of both parties the 
motion was dismissed with costs, on the ground that the 
Supreme Court of Canada had no jurisdiction to hear the 
appeal. 

Motion dismissed with costs. 



1906 



[S. C. File No. 2553.] 



•Dec. 3. THE GRAND TRUNK RAILWAY COMPANY, 

*^®°- ^^- ...^ Appellants, 

AND ' 

THE CANADIAN PACIFIC RAILWAY COMPANY 
AND THE CITY OF LONDON, 

Respondents. 

ON APPEAL FROM THE BOARD OF RAILWAY COMMIS- 
SIONERS FOR CANADA. 

Operation of railway a — Interchange of traffic — Use of tracks — Inter' 
stcitching — Conditions imponed — Traffic rates — Jurisdiction of 
Board of Railway Commissioners — Railway Act, 190S, ss. 1S7, 
25S, 266, 267, 271, 21J^—S Edw. VII, c. ^2, s. S— Occupation of 
property of other companies — Construction of statute, 

APPEAL from an order of the Board of Railway Cora- 
missi oners for Canada made, on the application of the appel- 

* Present : Girouabd, Davbcs, Idington, Macubnnan and 
Duff, JJ. 
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lants, which authorized them to construct, maintain and op- }d06 

erate, at the City of London, Ontario, a branch line for the ' — ^ 

interchange of cars to and from industrial and business sid- ^^ q^ 
ings on the lines of both railways, subject to the condition '^• 

that traffic arrangements between the companies in respect Ry.' co.' 

thereto should be approved by the Board. The city was city^of 

made a party as being interested in having the facilities London. 
provided and fair traffic rates fixed. 

The Board granted leave for the appeal and, in accord- 
ance with the provisions of section 4 1 of the " Kailway Act, 
190.*^/' the following questions were sul)nutte(l with the ap- 
proval of the Board: — 

" 1. Had the Board authority, under the ' Railway Act, 
li)(KV and particularly under sections 25:5, 271, and 214, to 
make the order in question under the circumstances shewn 
in the record in this case? 

''2. Are sections 266 and 267 of the 'Railway Act, 
1903,' applicable under the circumstances of this case where 
one and the same through rate is charged to and from all 
points within the district lying in and about the City of 
London to which the said order applies? 

'* 3. Docs the order appealed from involve the obtaining 
by the Canadian Pacific Railway Co. of the use of the trac'ks, 
station^ or station-grounds of the Grand Trunk Railway (Jo., 
at London, for which the Grand Trunk Railway Co. should 
obtain compensation under tlic * Railway Act, 1003,' and 
particularly under section 137? 

*' 4. Was the Board ' bound, as a matter of law,' to take 
into consideration, in estimating the remuneration or com- 
pensation to be allowed to the Grand Trunk Railway Co. in 
consequence of or for what was retjuired of that company 
by the said order: — 

" (a) The magnitude of the business of the Grand Trunk 
Railway Co. at London as compared with that of the Cana- 
diiin Var\^f' Hnilwav Co. at that point; 
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1906 " (b) The comparative advantage which each of the said 

^ '■"^'^^ two companies can offer to the other there : 
Grind Trunk ' 

Ky. Co. 

Can.^Pao. " (^) ^ comparison of the loss which one company is 

Rr. no. likely to sustain with the gain likely to accrue to the other 

OrTv'or company from the giving of these facilities which tlie law 

London, required; 

" (d) The amount which may have been expended by 
the Grand Trunk Railway Co. in. the acquisition of their ter- 
minal facilities at London or the value of their investments 
therein, otherwise than as evidence of the fair value of the 
service to be rendered and of the use of the facilities to be 
afforded under the said order; 

" (e) The amount of any further investment of capital 
which the Grand Trunk Railway Co. may be obliged to make 
in order to carry out the terms of the said order, otherwise 
than as excepted by the last preceding paragraph ? '' 

Lafleur, K.C., and Biggar, K.C., for the appellants. 

McMurchy, for the Canadian Pacific Railway Co., re- 
spondents. 

T. G. Meredith, K.C., for the City of London, respondent. 

The judgment of the court was delivered bj 

Da VIES, J. — Since this appeal was taken from the deci- 
sion of the Railway Commissioners, Parliament has enacted 
an amendment to the Railway Act,* placing beyond doubt 
the power of the Commissioners to make such an order as 
the one now appealed from. 

Our decision, therefore, as to what was the true meaning 
of the original Act is of no public importance, and we do 
not see any good purpose in stating reasons for the conclu- 
sion we have reached that the appeal must fail. 

♦ 6 Edw. VII. ch. 42, sec. 8. 
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We should answer the first and second questions in the 1906 

affirmative and all others in the negative. ' — • — ' 

Grand Trunk 
Ry. Co. 
Appeal dismissed with costs. v. 

Can. Pao. 
Ry. Co. 
Solicitor for the appellants; W, IL Biggar, p^'*'^ 

London. 
Solicitor for the Canadian Pacific 

Railway Co., respondents; Angus McMurchy. 

Solicitor for the City of London, 

respondent; T. G. Meredith. 



r^. C. File No. 2554.] 

THE GRAND TRUNK RAILWAY CO. v. THE CAN- 
ADIAN PACIFIC RAILWAY CO. and THE CITY 
OF TORONTO. 

APPEAL from the judgment of the Court of Appeal for 
Ontario, which affirmed the decision of the trial judge, hold- 
ing the Grand Trunk Railway Company liable to contribute 
towards the construction and maintenance of an elevated 
traffic bridge on York street in the city of Toronto. 

The Appeal was dismissed with costs. 
(18th May, 1906.) 



[S. C. File No. 2555.] 



WOLFF ET AL. V. BROOK. 



APPEAL from the Court of Review, at Montreal, affirm- 
ing the judgment of Fortin, J., in favour of the plaintiflF, 



400 SUPKEME COUKT CASES. 

1906 (respondent) for $1,803, commissions claimed by him at a 

,„ ' • ' rate per head on the killini' account 'of the Montreal Abat- 
Wolff kt al 

v. * toir Co. as due to the Canadian Casing Co., and $400 for 

Brook. damages for breacli of contract. 

The defendants (appellants) pleaded to the plaintiff's 
action that on a proper construction of the contract all 
commissions had been duly paid, and that if there had been 
any breach of contract it was on account of the plaintiff's 
fault in respect to dealing with local butchers in Montreal 
and that there was no right to damages. 

The appeal was dismissed with costs, the only notes of 
rea.^ons for judgment delivered were those of His Lordship 
Mr. Justice Idington, which were, in effect, that the plaintiff 
had fulhllcd the conditions of the contnict, that he wa* 
entitled to the commissions allowed bv the courts below 
and that tlic assessment of damages was reasonable, under 
the circumstances. 

Appeal dismissed with costs. 
(8th October, 1906.) 



[S. C. File No. 2556.] 

GOTILET V. THP] WESTIXGHOUSE ELECTRIC AND 

MANUFACTURING COMPANY. 

APPEAL from the Court of King's Bench, appeal side. 
Province of Quebec, reversing the judgment of the Superior 
Court, District of Montreal, and dismi.*^sing the appellant's 
action witli costs. 

The action was for breach of (contract in respect to the 
supply of cl(»ctric power for the manufacture of bricks, at 
Shawinigan Falls, O^'*'- The defence was that no binding 
agreement had been entered into by them or by nny pi»rson 
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authorized by them. At the trial the plaintiff recovered 1906 

judgment for $1,925, but this judgment was reversed by the ' — ■ — 

judgment appealed from. ^^"''^ 

Wkstino- 

After hearing counsel on behalf of the appellant, ^^^ k. &"mfo" Co, 
court dismissed the appeal with costs, without calling upon 
counsel for the respondents for any arguments. 

Appeal dismissed with costs. 
Laflamme for the appellant. 
2\ CJuise Casgrain, K.C., for the respondents. 
(12th October, 1906.) 



[S. C. File No. 2557.] jgQg 

THE GRAND TRUNK RAILWAY CO. (Defendants) . . 'M^e. 

AND Appellants, ''^^^^ ^• 

MOORE (Plaintiff) Respondent. 

ON APPEAL FROM THE COURT OF APPEAL FOR ONTARIO. 

"Segligence — Opersition of railwaifa — Highway crossings — Inconsistent 
findings — Questions to jury — Practice — Mistrial, 

Where the findings of the jury were conflicting? and inconsistent to 
such a degree aa to satisfy the court that there had been a mis- 
trial, a new trial was directed. 

Judgment appealed from reversed, Idington, J., dissenting. 

.'*PPEAL from the judgment of the Court of Appeal 
for Ontario, directing a verdict to be entered in favour of 
the plaintiff for tlie amount of damages found by the jury 
at the trial, the trial judge, Magee, J., having refused to 
enter judgment for eitlier party upon the findings. 

* Present : Sedgewigk, Gibouabd, Da vies, Idington and Mao- 

US N NAN. J J. 
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1906 The action wa*> by the widow of the late William Moore, 

' ' ' wlio wa.s struck and killed hv a train at the crossing: of the 
Ry.Co. appellants' railway on Bloor street in the City of Toronto. 

MooRB. \^ i)^^ ^[^^^^, ()f ^]^^ accident deceased wat< walking west- 

wards on Bloor street, about sunset, at a point near the rail- 
way cn)ssing where the tracks are slightly above the general 
grade of that street. Other persons on the street at the same 
time saw the train coming and ran past deceased, over the 
tracks, ahead of the train, hut deceavsed, who was walking 
slowly, was struck l)y the train and killed. Other i)ersons who 
were near saw the train witli the head-light and windows of 
tlie coaches shining, about a (juarter of a mile away. Tliej 
called to deceased, who was walking with his head down a 
few yards from tJK' track, but he paid no attention to their 
(Ties and went on towards the crossing. 

In answer to four questions submitted, the jury found 
that the accident had been caused by the negligence of the 
defendants in the o|)erati(>n of the train in omitting to ring 
the hell, and they assessed damages to the plaintiff at 
$2,7 (K). In answer to the 3rd question: ''Could William 
Moore have avoided the injury by the exercise of reasonable 
and ordinarv care?" the jurv said: — "Yes. But it has not 
been j)roven to us that he did not use ordinary care.'* 

After these answers had been returned, in consec|uenco 
of the apparent inconsistency of this answer, a fifth (pu*^ 
tion was ])ut to the jury: 

'" If William Moore had used reasonable and ordinary 
oare would he have sustained the injury? The jury first 
answered: — '* In al)sence of evidence to prove that he <hd 
not use ordinarv care wt^ believe he did use ordinary care. 
Then, being asked to reconsider their answers, they changed 
this answer to •' Yes." Then two other cpiestions wen* put 
to them, as follows: — (>. ^' Did the (lecea>«ed William Moore 
use reasonai)le and ordinary care in going towards and on 
the track upon the occasion of the injury?'' Answer:— 
** Yes." 

7. ''If he did not do so. wherein wa,« he negligent?" 
Not answered. 
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When answering tlie sixth question, the jury struck out 1906 

their answer to the fifth (juestion, but, after again retiring, ^^ 

lestored their answer ** Yes " to that question. Rt.Co. 



Mr. Justice Ma^cc declared that, on these answers, h(* 
could not enter jud«rinent for either of the parties and 
ordered that the action should be re-tried. By the judg- 
ment appealed from, judgment was ordered to be entered 
for the plaintiff for the amount found by the jury with 
costs. 

Neshitt, K.V.J and Ridiiell, K.C., for the appellant>. 

Glyn Osier and hJ. G. Morris for the respondent. 

The judgment of the majority of the court was delivered 
bv, 

Sedgewick, J. — The question whctlu*r or not the de- 
ceased was guilty of contributory negligence under the pe- 
culiar circumstances of this case is one for the jury. Tlie 
findings of the jury are confiic^ting and inconsistent on this 
point, and a careful reading of what took ])lncc, after the 
jury brought in their first fin<lings and before and up to 
tlie time they brouglit in their answers to the additional 
questions submitted to them by the trial judge, satisfies us 
that there was a mistrial and that the order or judgment 
of the trial judge slumld be rotored, a new trial granted, 
and the appeal allowed with costs in this court. 

I'nder the special circumstances of the case there shall 
be no costs to either party in the ('ourt of Aj)|x»al, the (josts 
of the trial to abide the event. 

Idington, J. (dissenting) — The issues liere are for a 
jury. The questions submitted and answers thereto, taken 
as a whole, can be, for the reasons aiisigned by Mr. Justice 
Osier, so read as to u])hol(l the results arrived at. Some 
features of the proceedings leading up to the verdict as it 
stands are so unsatisfactorv that I would have felt as well 
satisfied if the Court of Appeal eould have seen its way to 
let the case stand as Mr. .Justice Magee left it. T cannot, 



V. 
MOORK. 
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1906 however, find that the Court of Appeal has so erred in 

' ■ ' coming to the result it has as to justify a reversal. 
Grand Trunk ^ ^ ^ 

Rt. Co. 

V- It is not for the purpose of having a new trial, I imagine^ 

' ^..^m ' but for the purpose of having our judgment dismissing the 
Idington, J action, that the appellants are here with a fairly arguable 
case. We cannot accede to that part of their motion and 
1 think ought not to assent to the incidental part of the 
appeal. We ought not to encourage appeals from one ap- 
pellate court to another in such matters of what, after all, 
is merely in the nature of procedure. 

1 would dismiss the appeal. 

Appeal allowed with costs. 

Solicitor for the appellants; W. H. Biggar, 

Solicitor for the respondent; E. G. Morris. 



[S. C. File Xo. 2558.] 

LEAHY V. TOWN OF NORTH SYDNEY. 

Varffing minuia of judgment. 

MOTION to vary the minutes of judgment (37 Can. S. 
C. R. 464) as settled in order to conform to the intention of 
the court, in respect to the direction as to the expropriation 
of the plaintiff's land. 

Newcofiibe, K.C., for the motion. 

Drysdale, K.C., contra. 

The motion w^as allowed without costs and upon terms 
and in the form stated in a special memorandum by Mac- 
lennan, J. 

(16th October, 1906.) 
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[S. C. File No. 2570.] 1906 

I 

THE SHIP "C. F. BIELMAN" (Defendant). .Appellant •No v. J9^ 20. 

AND 

C. W. CADWELL (Plaintiff) Resp6ndent, 

ox APPEAL FROM TUp: TOKOXTO ADMIUALTY DISTUICT 
OF THE EXCHEQUER COURT OF CANADA. 

Admiralty law — Na<vtgation — Negligence — Overtaking vesiel — 

Findings of fact — Cause of collision. 

The Supreme Court of Canada affirmed the decision of the trial 
judge who, guided by the probabilities resulting from his appre> 
elation of conflicting evidence, found that the appellant ship was 
entirely to blame for the collision complained of by attempting 
to pass the vessel injured in close proximity and at undue speed, 
thereby causing the smaller vessel to sheer to port and collide 
with her in a narrow channel. 

APPEAL from the judgment of the local judge, in 
admiralty, for the Toronto Admiralty District of the Ex- 
chequer Court of Canada, which maintained the plaintiff's 
action for damages with costs. 

The appellant ship and the respondent's ship " G. T. 
Burroughs " came into collision in the circumstances stated 
in the judgment now reported, in Canadian waters, and 
injuries were sustained by the respondent's ship for which 
he instituted the action. 

The "Bielman" was of 3,000 tons burthen and the 
dimensions mentioned in the judgment; the "Burroughs" 
was a much smaller ship of 130 tons burthen, and both ships 
were at the time of the collision proceeding down the St. 
Clair River. The "Burroughs" was ahead of the "Bielman," 
and the latter, wishing to pass, gave the proper signal, but 
when the bows of the ships were abreast the collision 00- 
rurred. 

The local judge, Hodgins, J., found that the "Burroughs" 
complied with the rules of nayigation by keeping on her 

* Present: Fitzpatbick. C.J., and Davibs, Idinoton, Mao- 
IXNNAN and Duff. J J. 
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course, but that the " Bielman " came too 'close and caused 
the collision by the suction due to the displacement of the 
water, by her greater bulk. The appellant contended that 
such suction or displacement in order to bring two vessels 
together could only come from the sterp, and that it was 
only the bow of the " Burroughs '' that was attracted, appar- 
ently, as the stern of the " Bielman " was about 200 feet 
behind the stern of the other ship. 

A. IL Clarke, K.C., and A. R. Bartlett for the appellant. 

J, IL Rodd for the respondent. 

The judgment of the court was delivered by 

The Chief Justice. — This is a case of damage pro- 
moted by the owners of the ship ^* G. T. Burroughs ^^ against 
the owners of the sliip ** C. F. Bielman," both foreign ships 
registered in ports of the United States. By the pleadings 
and findings of fact, it appears: — 

On the morning of 31st May, 1905, at about 12.45, a 
collision took place between the " G. T. Burroughs '* and the 
*^C. F. Bielman" at a place in the St. Clair River, just below 
what is known as the South-Ea*st Bend. 

The '*G. T. Burroughs" was a steamer of 109 feet in 
length, 2; feet beam and 9 feet draught, and the "C. F. Biel- 
man," a steamer of 305 feet in length, 42 feet beam and 
IS feet draught. The weather was clear, the wind light from 
the south-west. Both vessels were proceeding down the 
river on the same course, fullv laden, the "' C. F. Bielman " 
having the barge '" McLaughlin " in tow. The navigable 
channel of the river, at the point where the collision oc- 
curred, is about 700 feet wide, very winding, and is referred 
to in the evidence as dangerous. One of the witnesses 
describes it as '* Collision Bend, because accidents happen 
there." There were several vessels in the locality at the 
time of the collision. Under these circumstances the '^ C. F. 
Bielman,'' going at the rate of about 9 miles, attempted to 
overtake and pass the ^' G. T. Hurroughs " on the latter s 
port side. 



Cadwkll. 
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It is unnecessary to refer to the well known rules which 1906 
require caution aw to speed in a dangerous and crowded — ■ — 
channel, and put u])on the overtaking and pursuing vessel Thb ^^ 
the obligation to keep out of the way of the overtaken ves- _ v. 
Bel, which latter has the right of way, her only duty being 
to hold her course. It is sufficient to say that, as the boats The 
were abreast, the bow of the *" C. F. Bielman," apparently 
being somewhat ahead and at a distance apart of less 
than 250 feet, which is the extreme limit fixed by any of 
tlie witnesses, a collision occurred; the bow of the *^ G. T. 
Burroughs " swung towards the ** C. F. Bielman," and struck 
her amidships; as a result of the blow, the '' (i. T. Bur- 
roughs " sank. 

It is argued by the appellant that the " G. T. Burroughs" 
was not properly manned and that proper steps were not 
taken by those on board of that steamer at the critical 
moment to guard against an accident. 

Even if it be admitted that, on the whole, the evidence 
of both sides is, on some points, conflicting and nicely bal- 
anced, I am of opinion that the court below was properly 
guided by the probabilities of the respective cases which 
are set out, and the balance of probability favours the theory 
adopted by the learned trial judge that the collision was the 
result of the su(*tion produced by the passage through the 
water of a relatively large vessel, such as the "C. F. Bielman" 
overtaking a smaller vessel in close proximity and at a rate 
of sptH^d which, under the circumstances, was too great 
and which suction caused the ^^ G. T. Burroughs '' to sheer 
over to i>ort and collide with the " C. F. Bielman.'' 

The appeal should be dismissed with costs. 

Appeal dismifised with costs. 

Solicitors for the appellant: Clarke. Bnrtletl & Bartlett. 

Solicitors for the respondents: Kodd cQ Wigh. 
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1907 [S. C. File No. 2574.] 

THE GUSHING SULPHITE FIBRE CO. v. GUSHING. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Gourt of New Brunswick, 
which dismissed an appeal from the judgment, at the trial, 
bv Barker, J. 

The appeal was dismissed with costs. The only reasons 
delivered in writing were by Davies, J., who agreed with the 
reasons stated by Barker, J., in the court below, and by 
Idington, J., who differed merely as to an inference drawn 
from correspondence in relation to the contract in questiom 
and, otherwise, agreed with his decision. 

(19th February, 1907.) 



1906 [S. C. File No. 2578.] 

COOPER ET AL. V. BUNNELL. 

APPEAL from the Court of King^s Bench for Manitoba, 
affirming the judgment of Perdue, J., at the trial, which 
dismissed the plain tiff^s action with costs. 

Appeal dismissed with costs. 

(15th November, 1906.) 



1905 [S. C. File No. 2579.) 

DUNPHY V. THE MONTREAL LIGHT, HEAT AND 

POWER CO. 

APPEAL from the Court of King's Bench, appeal side, 
province of Quebec (Q. R. 15 K. B. 11). 

Discontinued with costs in favour of the respondent. 
(16th July, 1906.) 
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[S. C. File No. 2580.] 1906 

THE OTTAWA ELECTRIC CO. v. CITY OF OTTAWA. 

Ai*t)ral — I'ravtive— I*o8tiionement pending appeal to Privy Council. 

APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario (12 
Ont. L. R. 290). 

When the appeal came on for hearing, counsel for the 
respondent suggested to the court that the city had taken 
an appeal from the same judgment direct to the Judicial 
Committee of His Majesty's Privy Council and moved that, 
pending said appeal, all proceedings in the present appeal 
should be stayed. 

The court ordered that until the decision of the appeal 
by the respondent to the Privy Council all proceedings upon 
the present appeal should be stayed and suspended. 

Ordered accordingly. 
(5th November, 1906.) 



[S. C. File No. 2682.] 1906 

WOOD V. LEBLANC et al. l^ 1|- 

A»$€S9tnent of damages — Ooncurrent findings — Practice an appeal. 

Where thie judge at the trial had heard and seen the witnesses 
and had. on proper principles, assessed damages according to his 
appreciation of the evidence, his decision being adopted by the court 
in banc, the court refused to interfere on appeal. 

APPEALS from the judgment of the Supreme Court of 
New Brunswick, affirming the decision of Barker, J., at the 
trial. 

♦Pbesent: Fitzpatrick, C.J., and Davues, Idinoton, Mao- 
lENNAN and Duff, J J. 
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- The dispute an)se in resi)e(t. to the title to a block of 
wilderness lands at Sackville, WcBtmoreland County, N.B., 
which had been for over sixty yt^ars utilized for ciittinjr tim- 
ber by a number of persons residing in the vicinity, ])y ta^it 
permission of the Crown, their claims being known as the 
''Sackville Claims. (See Wood v. LeBIanr (I), 

The action was brought by the appellant, under a title 
set up by him, for an injunction against a number of the^o 
people, respondents, as trespassers, who, on their part, 
counterclaimed for damages in case of eviction. 

At the trial, Barker, J., entered a v(»rdict for damages 
for various amounts in favour of the res])on(lents, respec- 
tively, and the appeal was upon the ground that the dainaires 
had )>een so assessed upon wrong principles of law. 

Teed, K.C., for the appellant. 

Friel for the respondents. 

The judgment of the Court was delivered by 

The Chief Justice. — These appeals are dismissed witb 
costs. The learned judge who granted the injunction. siil>- 
ject to the undertaking then entered into by the appellant 
to abid(! by any order the court might make as to danmjres. 
assessed these damages, after hearing all the witnesses ^'"'^ 
voce, and as it has not been shewn to our satisfaction that 
Judge Barker acted on a wrong principle in flxinjr tin* 
quantum, we must, necessarily, giv(» great weight to the con- 
clusions which 1h» reached, adopted as they have been hy the 
court of appeal for New Brunswick. 

Appeals dismissed with ro^'^*- 

Solicitor for the appellant; M, G. Tee^L 
Solicitor for the respondents; James Friel. 



i\) :U Cnn. S. C. R. r,27. 
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[S. C. File No. 2583.1 1906 

WILLIAM KOBB (Dkfkndants) Appellants. *^oit!V^ 

AND 

MICHAKL STAFFORD (Plaintiff) Respondknt. 

ON APPH\L FROM THE COURT OF KING'S » BENCH, 
APPEAL SIDE. PROVINCE OF QT EBEC. 

Reviewing quesliouH of fact on appeal — Findings of trial judge' 

Tlie findings of tho trinl judge who heard the wttnefcses and had 
an opportunity of nppreciatins their demeanour ought not to be 
disturbe<l on nppenl. 

The judgment appealed from was reversed and the judgment at 
the trial restored. 

APPEAL from the jiulginent of the Court of King's 
Bench, appeal side, reversing the judgment of the Superior 
Court, District of Montreal, and maintaining the plaintiff's 
action with costs. 

The action was hrought hv the respondent for $10,000 
damages for alleged breach of contract of an agreement for 
the sale of certain property in the city of Montreal for the 
purposes of a livery stable. At the trial, ^fr. .lustice Tel- 
Her dismissed the action, but his judgment was reversed by 
the judgment appealed from and damages were awarded 
to the plaintiff for the alleged breach of contract in the sum 
of $3,600 with costs. 

The decision of the appeal depended upon the apprecia- 
tion of the evidence as to the facts of the case, and, in so far 
as the circumstances of the case were material to the issues 
raised on the appeal, they are stated in the judgment of 
His Lordship, the Chief Justice, now reported. 

Aiwaitr, K.C., and White. K.C., for the appellant. 

Campbell, K.C., for the respondent. 

* Prehent: FiTZPATRicK, C.J.. and (4irouabd. Idinqton, Mac- 
LENNAN and Duff, ,TJ. 
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1906 The judgment of the court was delivered by 



ROBB 

V. 

Stafford. 



The Chief Justice. — I am of the opinion that the 
judgment appealed from should be reversed and the judg- 
ment of the Superior Court restored. 

In April, 1901, the respondent, Stafford, plaintiff in the 
Superior Court, leased for a term of five years from the 
defendant Eobb, now appellant, certain premises on Drum- 
mond street, Montreal, used as a livery stable. 

It is alleged by the plaintiff in his declaration that con- 
temporaneously with the making of the lease he was given 
an option to purchase the property at any time during its 
currency for the sum of $22,500, and that defendant, having 
sold the property to one McGarr, in breach of this option, 
was liable in damages to the plaintiff. 

The exact date of the option, the terms upon which it 
was given, whether verbal or written, and in fact the ex- 
istence of an option, is to some extent put in doubt by the 
appellant, and in this respect the evidence of record is un- 
satisfactory. 

I agree, however, with Mr. Justice Tellier (the trial 
judge) that an option or right of pre-emption was given to 
Stafford, and there can be no doubt on the evidence that, 
at the time the final negotiations were entered into for the 
purchase of the property by McGarr from Robb, both parties 
to the sale proceeded on the assumption that Stafford had 
some interest in it beyond that conveyed by the terms of his 
lease. On RobVs suggestion McGarr, acting through one 
Ogilvie, approached Stafford, who was at times represented 
by Marler, N.P., for the purchase of this interest as well 
as for a lease of his rights under the lease and, after ne- 
gotiations extending over a considerable period, Stafford 
agreed to sell all his rights to McGarr for the sum of $5,000, 
which sum was fixed by him without reference to Robb. 

Questioned at the trial by his own counsel, Stafford giTei 
the following evidence: 
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Q. Were you ever offered $5,000 for your rights in that 1906 

property ? > — , — * 

A. Yes. RoBB 

A. Mr. Ogilyie. 

Q. Were you ever actually offered it in cash? P ^'^^ 

A. Mr. Putnam made me an offer of seven thousand five hun- 
dred dollars. 

Q. I am not speaking of the arrangements — I am asking you 
whether you ever got a tender made to you of five thousand dollars 
in cash? 

A. Yes, Mr. Ogilvi^, from Mr. McGarr. 

Q. How did he do it? 

A. He wrote to that effect. 

The letter referred to reads as follows: 

Montreal, November 4tb, 1903. 
yff, deM. Marler, Esq., 

Montreal. 
Dear Sir: 

I beg to thank you for your letter of yesterday's date in refer- 
ence to the Stafford-McCiarr matter. As I told you, my clients 
have decided that they will not give more than $5,000 for Stafford's 
lease. In order that Stafford may re-consider matters I shall wait 
until Friday before closing elsewhere. The proposition we make 
him is that we pay him $5,000 on signing of transfer of property, 
such transfer to be made within one month from present date and 
that Stafford gives us possession not later than July 15th, 1004. 

Yours truly, 
(Sgd.) DouGiAS W. Ogilvib. 

That this offer was to cover all Stafford's interest in the 
property is admitted by him in his evidence: — 

Q. You said the $5,000 was to cover everything? 
A. xes. 

Q. That is to say you were to give up everything you had? 

A. Yes, the improvements I had put on it. 

Q. Anything else? 

A. Nothing else. 

Q. What about the option? 

A. Well, that included my rights on the property — my option, 
and the rights upon the property which I had. 

Q. You did not consider the improvements which you had put 
in worth ns much as five thousand dollars, did you? 

A. No. 
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1906 This offer to purcliasr made by O^ilvic for McGarr was 

^Z^ accepted in writing on the fitli November. The letter, which 

V. it is admitted was drafted l)v Marler and signed ])v Stafford, 

.STAFFORD. ^^,^^^ ^^ follows:— 

Thk 

Chief Jdhtu'K Montreal. November 6th. 1903. 

I><»ar Sirs: 

In conKidpration of $5,000 to be paid to me before the 15th 
November. 1JM)3, I will ajfree to cancel on the 15tb July, 19(H, my 

Ie»use from Wm. Robb of the Robb Property on. Drummond Street- 
Kindly accept this offer in writing. 

Yours truly, 

(S^rd.) Michael Staffokd. 

Messrs. I>. W. Ogilvie & Co. 

The offer was acee])ted in writing and the ))argain con- 
cluded. The further corres))ondence is not produced al- 
though spoken of bv both Robb and Stafford when examined 
as witnesses. 

It is true that the letter of the Gth November fixes a dat« 

for the payment of the $5,000, namely, ir)th November, 

l!M)o. Stafford admits, however, that subsequently, at the 

re(|uest of Ogilvie. ^IcltarrV agent, the delay was extended 

bv hiui without reference to Kobb to the 19th XovendH»T. 
* 

Informed of the agreement between McCiarr and Stafford 
and that the delay for the ])ayment of the $5,000 had beea 
extended bv Stafford for McCiarr's convenience to the 19th, 
liobb executed the deed of sale on the liStb. 

(Questioned on this jmint Kobb says: — 

Q. Will you take communication of the letter, copy of which is 
filed ns lOxhibit I)-l at enqu§te, and .state if that is the letter yoa 
r«'fi»r to? 

A. Yes, I believe that is the letter. 

Q. That is signed by Michael Sti»ifford? 

A. Yea, and written apparently by Mr. Marler in his office. 

I Plaintiff consents to the copy I)-l being filed.) 

Q. This is dated November Gth. 1003? 

A. Yps. 

Q. And addressed to D. W. Ogilvie? 

A. Yos. 
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«^ ■ . 

Q. And that is the $5,000 you have referred to in your ezamina- 1906 

tion in chief? ' — '— ' 

Ai Yes. R^»» 

V. 

Q. And it was after seeinic this letter which was shewn to you STArroBo. 
bv Stafford that you consideretl yourself fre«» from all further 

responsibility as regards him? Chirk Joanoi 

A. After seeing that letter, I considered myself frw». although, 
a*' 1 have stated in my evidence, I waited until I saw the written 
acceptance of it. 

Q. What did you consider the acceptance of that offer? 

A. The acceptance of the five thousand? 

Q. Yes? 

A. The letter that Ogilvie brouf^ht to me shewing me Stafford'n 
signature as a written acceptance of the five thousand dollars. 

Q. Well, who brought you this letter of November 5th. 1903, 
signed by Stafford, copy of which is tiled as D-1? Was it Stafford 
or Ogilvie? 

A. Ogilvie. 

Q. He brought you that letter? 

A. This apparently is the letter that Ogilvie brought to my 
office, in which he said, " Here now I have Stafford's written accept- 
ance of that offer." So anxious was he about getting immediate 
po8se»<sion that ho told me ** I am not going to be satisfied with this; 
I am going to have the thing put in notarial form." These were the 
words he used. 

And again: — 

Q. Now who told you about the delay being extended from the 
15th November to a subsequent date? 

A. Ogilvie did, in Dun ton's office, and he produced the letter, 
which he held up in thi^ way (indicating) and said, " Here is Mr. 
Marler's letter granting that delay." 

Q. Did you read the letter? 

A. I did not. I considered that I was dealing with honourable 
people, and I could not imagine for a momejit that any deception 
was being practised. 

On tlu» saiiu* point StafVord says: — 

Q. And then I think you told us that after you found tlmt Mr. 
Robh had sigiie<l a deod of sale, you wanted to know what about 
your five thousand dollars. Is that right? 

A. When they wrote and asked for the extension from the 
15th to the IDth. 1 went and seen Mr. Marler and grant«»<l that 
extension, and when the V,Hh came I telephoned to Mr. Ogilvie and 
asked him what about the transfer of the property, and he says, *' Oh, 
Mr. McOarr has fail<Ml to come to your terms." 



416 SUPREME COUKT CASES. 

1906 



' "~^ If anything depends on the terms of the letter asking 

„. for the extension and Marler's answer, it was clearly on 

Staffobd. Stafford to produce the correspondence which must be pre- 

The sumed, in the circumstances, to have been in part, at least, iu 

Chief ustice j^|g possession or under his control. 

On the evidence, it is quite clear to me that on the iStlu 
when Eobb executed the deed to McGarr, Stafford had com- 
pleted his bargain for the sale of his rights. This is in 
effect admitted by the letter of the 20th November, when 
Marler, instructed by Stafford, writes as follows to McGarr's 
agent: 



Montreal 2ath Noyember, 1903. 



Messrs. D. W. Ogilvie & Co., 
Montreal. 



Dear Sirs, 

As I understand that the sale from Mr. Robb to Mr. McGarr 

has been completed of the proi)ert7 on Drammond Street leased 

with an option of purchase to Mr. Stafford, will you please let ma 

know when the $5,000 is to be paid in accordance with our agree* 

ment? 

Yours truly, 

(Sgd.) W. DeM. Mabuer. 

It is quite true that to some extent the evidence is con- 
flicting, but I am of opinion that the finding of the trial 
judge who beard the witnesses viva voce, and had an opi>or- 
tunity to appreciate their demeanour and manner should 
not be disturbed, and 1 am clearly satisfied that the judg- 
ment of the Court of Appeal is erroneous and should l>c 
reversed, and that is the opinion of the court. 

Appeal allowed with costs. 

Solicitors for the appellant : White & Buchanan, 

Solicitors for the respondent: Campbell, MeredHhy Mac- 

pherson & Hague, 
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[S. C. File No. 2597.] 1907 

'—.■-'' 

LEIGHTON V. HALE. *J«^- 27 

•March 13. 
Partnership — Evidence — Concurrent findings. 

The Supreme Court refused to interfere with concurrent findings 
as to facts by the courts below. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Xew Brunswick 
affirming the decision of the equity judge at the trial. 

« 

The appellant contended that in the circumstances under 
which some dealings had been carried out, the relation of 
co-partners had been constituted between the respondent 
and him, and that there should be a division of profits on 
that basis upon accounts to be taken. On the evidence the 
trial judge found against the appellant and dismissed his 
bill, this decision being affirmed on appeal to the full court. 

Carvell for the appellant. 

Gregory, K.C., and Hartley for the respondent. 

The judgment of the court wa« delivered by 

Duff, J. — The sole ground upon which the appellant's 
counsel bases his appeal is that the court below erred on the 
view that the plaintiff (appellant) had failed to establish 
the existence of the partnership set up in his bill. Upon 
this question, I agree with the learned judge of first instance 
that the facts, as Imind by him, do not warrant the conclu- 
sion that the alleged partnership was created; and I see no 
sufficient reason for holding that his findings, affirmed as 
they were by the full court, should be disturbed. 

Concerning the other points discussed by tlie learned 
trial judge, it is unnecessary to express any opinion. 

Appeal dismissod iriili cosfs. 

Solicitor for the appellant; F. B. CanrlL 

Solicitor for the respondent; J. C. Harlley. 

* Present : Fitzpatrick, C.J., and Davies, Idington, Mac- 
LENNAN and Duff, J J. 

c— V7 



•— ▼- 
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1907 [S. C. File No. 2604.] 

JHE NICHOLS CHEMICAL CO. v. FOSTER. 

APPEAL from the Court of King's Bench, .appeal side. 
Province of Quebec. 

Appeal dismissed for the reasons stated in the court 
below. 

(13th March, 1907.) 



1906 [S. C. File No. 2605.] 

•Dec. 13 Tj^j; HALIFAX AND SOUTHWESTERN RAILWAY CO. 

V. SHEA. 

Negligence — Operation of raHtDay — Dangerous way — Passenger 

jumping off train, 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia, af- 
firming the judgment of Russell, J., at the trial, without a 
jury, Longley, J., dissenting. 

The plaintiff jumped off a car of a train of the defendants 
(appellants) when the train had become derailed. Other 
passengers who remained on the train were not injured. 
The charge of negligence was that the company had allowed 
the ties to become rotten, thus causing the rails to spread 
and resultmg in the derailment. The defence was that if 
the plaintiff had not unnecessarily jumped off the car he 
would have escaped injury. 

NewcombBy K.C., and Mellish, K.C., for the appellants. 

J. A. McLean, K.C., and W, B. A, Ritchie, K.C., for the 

respondent. 

• Present : Fitzpatbick, C.J., and Davies, Idikoton, Mao 
T.7.NNAN and Duff, J J. 



SUPREME COURT CASES. 419 

After hearing counsel for the parties, the court reserved 1907 

judgment and, on a subsequent day, dismissed the appeal ^— *-^ 

.,1 . Halifax 

with costs. AND South- 

Appeal dismissed with costs, wESTgRw Rt. 

V. 

Shia. 



[S. C. Pile No. 2608.) 

WRIGHTMAN v. McLEOD. 

APPEAL from the Supreme Court of Prince Edward 
Island. 

Dismissed for want of prosecution. 
(30th February, 1907.) 



[S. C. File No. 2611.] 1906 

THE TORONTO RAILWAY CO. v. McKAY. 

Appeal — Jurisdiction — New Trial. 

APPEAL from the judgment of the Court of Appeal for 
Ontario refusing an application by the defendants, appel- 
lants, for entry of non-suit and ordering a new trial. 

On the application, in the reasons against the appeal, 
the plaintiff urged that if any relief was granted, it should 
only be a new trial. The Court of Appeal granted a new 
trial under the judicature rules. The defendants appealed 
in order to obtain the nonsuit asked for. 

The respondent contended that the appeal was not from 
a judgment on a motion for a new trial under the statute, 
as no such motion was made; also, that it was made in re- 
spect to the exercise of a judicial discretion. 
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Toronto 
Ry.Co. 

V. 

McKay . 
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Appellants claimed that the contention of plaintiff in 
the Court of Appeal amounted to a motion for a new trial, 
and that since the amendment to the statute, in 189 1> judi- 
cial discretion did not enter into the question. 

Rose for the respondent, moved to quash the appeal. 

Morine, K.C., and Bain contra. 

After hearing counsel for both parties, the court quashed 
the appeal without costs. 



Appeal quashed without costs. 



(29th November, 1906.) 



[S. C. File No. 2613.] 

JONES ET AL. V. McCONNP]LL and LYE. 

APPEAL from the judgment of the Court of Appeal for 
Ontario affirming the trial court judgment granting the 
plaintiff (respondent) relief sought by him in an action for 
specific performance of an agreement for the sale of lands 
and to have the agreement for sale removed from the 
register. 

After hearing counsel for the parties the court reserved 
judgment and, on a subsequent day, dismissed the appeal 
with costs. There were no written judgments delivered. 
Duff, J., however, stated that he agreed with the opinion 
of Moss, C.J., in the tjourt below. 

R. S. CasselSy K.C., and H. C assets, K.C., for the appel- 
lants. 

Laichford, K.C., for respondent, McConnell. 

Neshifty K.C., for respondent, Lye. 

(oth December, 1906.) 
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[S. C. File No. 2614.] 1906 

liAWTON CO. V. MARITIME COMBINATION RACK CO. 
APPEAL from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 
Discontinued with costs. 
(27th September, 1906.) 



[S. C. Piles Nos. 2618, 2622.] 1906 



ROCHE V. BORDEN; CARNEY v. O'MULLIN; HALIFAX 

ELECTION CASES. 

Election late — Amending minutes of judgment — Order a$ to further 
proceedings in election court — Commencement of trial — CroBB- 
petitions, 

MOTIONS, on behalf of the respondents (Borden and 
O'MuUin) for an order to vary the minutes of judgment as 
settled under the decisions in The Halifax Election Cases (1), 
in so far as they directed that the election trials should be 
proceeded with in regard to the cross-petitions, and to vary 
them so as to agree with the intention of the judgments by 
providing that the parties should be sent back to the Contro- 
verted Elections Court in the same position as they were 
before the appeals, and that the said court should be 
directed, simply, to take such further proceedings as to law 
and justice might appertain. 

Thomson for the motions, contended that such altera- 
tions were necessary because trial proceedings on the cross- 
petitions had never been actually commenced in the court 
below in so far as the issues thereon were concerned. 

Sinclair contra. 



* Present : Gibouasd* D^vies, Idinoton, Maclennan and 
Duff, JJ. 

(1) 37 Can. S. C. R. 601. 



♦Nov. 6 
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1906 After hearing counsel upon the motions and without 

y^ ' calling upon the opposing counsel for any argument, the 

Elkotion court dismissed the motions with costs, fixed at $25 in each 



Cabbs. 



1906 

•Oct. 2. 



case. 

Motions dismissed with costs. 



[S. C. File No. 2619.] 

THE C. BECK MANUFACTURING COMPANY, 

(Plaintiffs) Appellants,. 

AND 

THE ONTARIO LUMBER COMPANY (Defendants) 

Respondents* 

ON APPEAL FROM THE COURT OF APPEAL FOR ONTARIO. 

Appeal — Erratum of time for appealinff — Special leave — R, 8. C 

c. 135. s, 29— Jurisdiction. 

After the expiration of the sixty days limited for bringing an appeal 
there is no jurisdiction in the Supreme Court of Canada to grant 
special leave for appealing. Canadian Mutual Loan and Invent- 
ment Co, v. Lee, 34 Can. S. C R. 224. and Connell ▼. ConneUr 
Cam. S. C. Prac. 224, followed. 

MOTION for special leave to appeal from the judgment 
of the Court of Appeal for Ontario affirming the decision of 
the trial court. 

The judgment appealed from was pronounced on the 
29th of June, 1906, and, upon motion for special leave to 
appeal therefrom, the Supreme Court of Canada held that, 
as more than sixty days had elapsed since the rendering of 
the judgment sought to be appealed from, it had no juris- 
diction to grant the special leave asked for. 

♦ Present : B^tzpatmck, C. J., and Gibouabd, Davdbs, Idinoton, 
Maclennan and Duff. J J. 
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The motion was accordingly dismissed with costs, follow- 1906 

ing the decisions in Canadian Mutual Loan and Investmeni c""^ 

Co. V. Lee(l), and Connell v. Connell{2), Mfo. Co. 

t>. 
Ontabio 
Motion dismissed with costs. LumbbkGo. 

Morine, K.C., for the motion. 

Bethune contra. 

Note. — Cf. Ontario and Quebec Railway Co. v. Marcheterre (17 
Can. S. C. R. 141). 



[S. C. File No. 2620.1 1906 



JULES AUDETTE (Defendant) Appellant, 

AND 

PETER O'CAIN (Plaintiff) Respondent. 

ON APPEAL FROM THE COURT OF KING'S BENCH, 
APPEAL SIDE. PROVINCE OF QUEBEC. 

Appeal — Jurisdiction' — Possessory action — Matter in controversy. 

MOTION to qnovsh an appeal from the Court of King's 
Bench, appeal side, reversing the judgment of the Superior 
Court, District of Iberville, and maintaining the plaintiff's 
action with costs. 

By his possessory action, the plaintiff prayed that he 
should be declared the owner of the land in dispute, that the 
defendant should be enjoined against troubling him in his 
possession thereof, that he should be awarded damages 



♦ Present : Fitzpatrick, C. J., and Gibouabd. Pa vies. Idino- 
TON. Maclennan and Duff, J J. 

(1) 34 Can, S. C. R. 224. (2) Cam. S. C. Prac. 224. 



•Oct. 2. 
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_^_y against the defendant, and that the defendant should be 

AuDBTTB ordered to construct his building, adjoining said land, in 

O'Cain. ^^^^ ^ manner as to prevent humidity passing through the 

walls of an ice-house, or remove it to such a distance from 

the boundary as to stop the penetration of water therefrom 

through the soil and into the plaintiff's land. 

Bisaillan, K.C., for the motion. 

Beaudin, K.C., contra, was not called upon for any argu- 
ment. 

After hearing counsel for the respondent in support of 
the motion, the court dismissed the motion with costs. 

Motion dismissed with cosls. 



(Ed. Note. — The appeal was heard on the merits on 16th May, 
1907, and judgment was reserved.) 



1907 [S. C. Files Nos. 2621, 2632, 2640.] 

CRAWFORD V. J. McLEOD; LAWSON v. McLEOD; 

CRAWFORD V. M. McLEOD. 

APPEALS from the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

On &n arrangement arrived at during the arguments, the 
cases were settled out of court and the appeals were dis- 
missed, by consent, without costs in the Supreme Court of 
Canada or in the courts below. 

(4th April, 1907.) 
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[S. C. File No. 2635.J }}!^^ 

THE LAURENTIDE MICA CO. v. FORTIN et al. 

APPEAL from the Court of King's Bench, aj)peal side, 
Province of Quebec. 

Appeal dismissed for the reasons stated in the court 
below. 

(9th May, 1907.) 



[S. C. File No. 2636.] 

ANGERS V. DUGGAN. 

Matter in controversy on appeal — Satisfaction of claim — Change in 
position of parties — Question of costs only — Practice — Quashing 
appeal. 

Appeal from the Court of King's Bench, appeal side. 
Province of Quebec. 

It appeared that the claim of the appellant, an inter- 
venant, liad been settled, while proceedings were pending, 
and that the only remaining dispute between the parties was 
as to costs incurred. 

On motion by the respondent, the appeal was quaslied 
with costs. 

(19th February, 1907.) 

(See Q. R. 29 S. C. 232.) 
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iy07 [S. C. File No. 2637.] 

HAMELIN V. BANNERMAN- 

Appeal from the Court of King's Bench, appeal side, 
Province of Quebec. 

The Superior Court maintained respondent's action for 
further damages caused by the appellant increasing the 
height of a dam on the North River near Lachute, Que., 
which was the subject of dispute in a former action decided 
in 1901 (sec 31 Can. S. C. R. 534), and this judgment was 
affirmed by the judgment appealed from. 

After hearing counsel for the parties, the Supreme Court 
of Canada reserved judgment and, on a subsequent day, 
dismissed the appeal with costs. 

Appeal dismissed with costs. 

(13th March, 1907.) 



The End. 
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— Trade marks — Timber marks.] — 
Magann v. Grand Trunk Rt. Co. 266 

BiUs, 

See Constitutional Law. 

Board of Rail^ray Commissionors 

— Appeal from Board of Railway Com- 
missioners — Want of jurisdiction — Rail- 
way Acty 19<>3.] — Canadian Northern 
Ry. Co. v. Robinson 3S4 



2 Operation of railways — Interchange 

of traffic — Use of tracks — Inter-switch- 
ing — Conditions imposed — Traffic rates — 
Jurisdiction of Board of Railway Com^ 
missiotters — ** Railway Act, 1903" — ss. 
137, 253, 266, 267, 271, 214—5 Edw. 
VII. c. 42, s. 8 — Occupation of property 
of other comjHinies — Construction of sta^ 
tute.] — Grand Trunk Ry. Co. v. Cana- 
dian Pacific Ry Co. and City of 
London 3U« 



" Boston olanse/* 

See Insurance. Marine. 

Boundary — Title to land — Injunc- 
tion — Riparian rights — PrrsvriptionA 
—City of Hull v. Scott, et al. .. 264 

2 Mines and minerals — Removal of 

ore — Copy of plan — Evidence — Falsa 
demonstratio.] — Nova Scotia Steel 
Co. V, Bartlett 268 

3 Mines and minerals — Trespass — 

Hillside claim.] — Trabold v. Miller. 
281 



4 Appeal — Jurisdiction — Action 

en homage — Order for expertise — Pinat 
judgment.] — Johnson's Co. v. Wil- 
son , 353 

By-law — Appeal — Jurisdiction — 
Extension of time — Order by single 
Judge — Order by Court appealed from — 
Municipal by-law.] — Village of Brus* 
sels V, McCrae 336 

Canada Temperance Act — Criminal 
law — Procedure by magistrates — Delay in 
issuing commitment — Term of imprison- 
ment — Commencement of sentence — 32 &, 
33 V: r. 2JV-32 & 33 V. c 31.1— /« re 
Curley 71 



2 Legislative jurisdiction — ^^l V, c. 

34, *. (I — Magistrate — Conviction.] — In 
re Canada Temperance Act 204 

Cases — Hoggatt v. Es^iuimault and Nan- 
aimo Ry. Co. (20 Can. S. V. R. 235: 
[1804] A. C. 29), adopted.]— Brodie v. 

ESQUIMALT AND NaNAIMO Ry. Co. 104 



l< 



IIuntHman:' The, (flSlH] P. I). 
218) followed.]— Troop v, Everett. 131 

3 Lake Erie d Detroit Rivrr Ry. 

Co. V. Marsh (35 Can. S.C.R. 197) fol- 
lowed.] — In re Montreal Cold Stor- 
age & Freezing Co.; Ward r. Mlli.in 
341 



Mutual RvHorvp Fund Life tvs. 



Bonds. 



See Mistake; Trusts. 



Assn. V. Dillon (34 Can. S.C.R. 141) 
followed.] — Corporation of Delta v. 
Wilson 334 

Tk — \ovo Scotiti S^'f'l Co. V. Barih'tt 
Sri Can. S.C.R. 527) referred to.]— 
Nova Scotia Steel Co. v. Bartlett. 
2m- 
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Canada Temperanoe Act — Continued. Company ItLw— Continued, 



(V 



Petrolia,^ Town^ of, ^ v. ^^ohnjjon 2—-<^on8titutional law — Legislative 

» ^^ 1 T^ .,-, „ jurisdiction — Incorporation of compan- 
ies —- Foreign corporations — Judicial 
opinions on references — Private rights 
-45 V. c. 119 (Z>).]--/n re Qukbkc 
Timber Ck) 43 



(p. 185 ante) referred to.] — Johnston 
«. Imperial Oil Ck) 186 



The Queen v. Lev^que (30 U. C. 



Q. B. 509) referred to.] — Re Hamilton 
35 

^—The Queen v. McLeod (8 Can. S- 

C. R. T) referred to as deciding the 

iaBues.] — The Queen v. Stewabt. 

Heliwell. Murphy. Macdonald. 

46, 47 
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-The Queen v. Mosier (4 Ont P. 
R. 64) referred to.] — Re Hamilton 35 

10— — Exp. Renaud, et ah (1 IPugs. 
273; 3 Rev. Orit; 132) referred to.]— /n 
re The Brothers of the Christian 
Schools in Canada. 1 

11 8t. Laurent v. Mercier (33 Can. 

S. C. R. 314) followed.]— Miller v. 
Campbell. 280 

12 Troop V. Everett (32 N. B. Rep. 

147) affirmed.] — Troop v. Everett, 131 

13 Wallace v. Bossom (2 Can. S. C. 

R. 488) referred to. Montmorency 
Elec. Case 16 

14 Whitney v. Joyce (95 L. T. 74) 

noted.] — DeGalindez v. Owens.. 393 

Certiorari — Crin^inal law — Habeas 
corpus — Conviction — Keeping a house 
Of ill-fame — Reviewing evidence — Con- 
struction of statute— 29 & 30 F. c. 45* 
M. 1, 5 iCan,)—RS.O. (1877) c. 70, 
8s. 1, 8 — Liberty of the subject.] — In re 
Hamilton 35 

See also In re Arabin, 95. 

And see C!riminal Law; Habeas 
Corpus. 

Charter Party. 

See Ships and Shipping. 

Chattel mortsase. 

iSfee MORTQAQE. 

Company law — Legislative jurisdiction 
— Constitutional law — Education — 
Companies — Private bills — Questions 
referred for opinions — Construction of 
statute— If. X. A. \(t. 18<)7. ss. 1)2. 03— 
.-8 V. <\ 11. s. r.3 (/>.)]— /n re The 
Brothers of the Christian Schools 
in Canada 1 



3 Legislative jurisdiction — Consti- 
tutional law — Private bills — Property 
and civil rights— B .N .A. Act, 1867, a. 
92 — 45 T'. c. 107.] — /» re Canada 
Provident Association 48 

Compensation. 

See Damages — Expropriation. 

Condition — Rideau Cawil lands — 
Forfeiture — Mis-user by Crown — Con. 
ditton subsequent — Jurisdiction of E^- 
6hequer Court of Canada — CosisJ\ — 
Wright v. The Oueen 151 

Constitutional \b,^— Legislative fur- 

isdiction — Education — Companies 

Pnvate bills — Questions referred for 
opinions — Construction of statute — B y 
A Act, 1867. ss. 92, 93-^38 F. c. 11, s. 53* 
(D.).] — In re The Brothers of the 
CHRISTL4.N Schools in Canada... 1 

2—;— ^Penitentiaries — Imprisonment of 
criminals — Expense of maintenance — 
H.N.A. Act, 1867 — Legislative jurisdie- 
tion of Parliament — Provincial legitU- 
tion — Practice on references by the Gov- 
ernor-General in Council.} — In re New 
Brunswick Penitkntiabt d4 

3 Legislative jurisdiction — Incor- 
poration of companies — Foreign cor^ 
porations — Judicial opinions on refer- 
ences — Private rights — 45 F. c. 119 
(/).).] — In re Quebec Timber Co.. 43 

4 Legislative jurisdiction — Compan^ 

ies — Private bills — Property and oivU 
rights — B.N,A. Act, 1867. «. 92 — 45 
T'. o. 107.] — In re Canada PsovnttNT 
Association 48 

5 Habeas corpus — Criminal law — 

Jurisdiction of Judge of Supreme Court 
of Canada — Issue of writ out of juris- 
diction of provincial courts^-^oncurrent 
jurisdiction— R.8'C. o. 135. «. 32— Coiw 
siruction of statute — Powers of Parlia- 
ment.} — In re Tellier. 110 

6 Municipal corporation — Aid to 

civil power — Pay of militia — Legts- 
lative jurisdiction — Civil rights and ob- 
ligations'] — City of Monibeal v. (Gor- 
don 343 
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Controverted eleotion. 

See Election Law. 

Conversion — Ships and shipping — 
Material used in construction — Sale of 
goods — Contract — Principal and agent 
— \ Misrepresentations — Mistake — ^ 
Trover — Evidence — Misdirection — 
New trial — Ship's husband — Fledging 
cfedit of owners — Necessary outfitting 
it home port. I — Troop it a I. r. Kverktt 
et al. 131 

Contract — Ships and shipping — 
Material used in construction — Sale of 
goods — Principal and Agent — Misrepre- 
sentation^ — Mistake — Conversion — . 
Trover — Evidence — Misdirection — 
New tritU — Ship^s husband — Pledging 
credit of owners — Necessary outfitting 
at home port.] — ^Tboop et al. v. Everett 



al. 



131 



i2 Guarantee — Conditional sale — R^ 

scission — Mortgagor and mortgagee — 
Power of sale — Creditors retaking pos- 
session — Continuing liability — Appro- 
priation of money realized by creditor — 
Release of debtor — Discharge of surety,} 
— Stephen v. Black et al 217 

3 Construction of contract — Railways 

— Free passes-]— GRAfiD Trunk- Ry. Co. 
17. Niagara Falls International 
Bbiixie Co , 203 



3a Conditions inapplicable — Action 

for quantum meruit.] — Toronto Hotel 
Co. V. Sloane 356 



-Title to land — Railway aid — Land 



grant — Crown patent ■ — Reservation of 
minerals — Dominion lands regulations 
— Construction of statute — Free grants 
— Parliamentary contract — 53 V. c. 4— 
R.ti.C. r. o4.l — Calgary anh Edmox- 
TON Ry. Co. et al. v. The Kino. . . 271 
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— Electric lighting — Terms of fran- 
chise agreement — Use of highway — Poles 
and wires.] — Consumers Electric Co. 
V' Ottawa Electric Co 311 

6 Contract — Inapplicable conditions 

— Action for quantum meruit.] — Toron- 
to Hotel Co. r. Sloane 356 

7 Shipping — Charter party — Con- 
dition to load and proceed tcith dcMTtat' h 
— Delay — Loss of cargo — Recovery 
of freight — Action.] — Spindijir r. Far- 
QUHAR. 364 



Contract — Con tinned. 

8 Agreement for delivery of bonds — 

X^w^a*e.]— BuRKK v. Ritchie. ... 365 

^ Conditions of contract — Execution 

of works — Sprcifirations — Dismissal of 
contractor — Value of work performed 

— Extras — Damages — Taking accounts.] 
City of Toronto v. The Metallic 
Roofing Co 388 

^^ Appeal — Jurisdiction — Amount 

in controversy — Rescission of contract.) 
— DouGALL V, Chouillou 395 

Costs — Appeal — Special leave to pro- 
ceed in formd pauperis — Dispensing 
with security for costs— Mode of bring- 
ing appeal — Construction of statute---58 
V. c. 11. ss. 24. 28, 31 and 79.]— /n re 

I RASER Q 

2 Practice— Quashing appeal at hear- 
ing — Costs ] — Western Countibb Ry. 
Co. V, Windsor and Annapous Ry. 
^o. , 11 

i^—— Practice — Costs — Counsel fee 
— Montmorency Elec. Case. .... 16 

1 Taxation of costs — Stay of execu- 
tion — Setting-off costs in court below 
—Amending minutes of judgment— Prao^ 
jicc.j— North Ontario Election Case: 
V\ heeler r. GiBBS 19 

t>-— Discretionary order — ReduoUon of 

1 erdtct — Condition as to costs,] — 

Windsor & Annapous Ry. Co. v. Mo- 

Leod 1Q2 

'^ Execution t^r costs — Practice.]— 

Black v. Huot 106 

" Petition of right— Jurisdiction of 

Exchequer Court of Canada — Forfeiture 
of lands by Crown — Damages,] — Wright 
f. The Queen 151 

8 Varying minutes of judgment — 

Costs of former trials — Issues on appeal 
— Prartice.] — Dunsmuib v. Lowenbero, 
Harris & Co 270 

1) Practice — Equal division of opinion 

— Dismissal of appeal with costs.] — 
Calgary and Edmonton Railway Co. 
V. The Kino 271 

10 Equal division in opinion — Appeal 

standing dismissed with costs.] — MON- 
TRKAL Street Ry. Co. v. McDougall 284 
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Costs — Continued, 

10a Varying minutes of judgment — 

Repayment of costs — Jurisdiction.] — 
Turner v. Cowan 306 

11 Varying minutes of judgment — 

Division of costs — Appellant partly suc- 
cessful.] — Knock v. Owen 325 

12 Execution of will — Mismanage- 
ment of estate — Fraud against creditors 
of beneficiary.] — Union Bank of Can- 
ada V. Brigham 355 

13 (-onditions of contract — Execution 

of works — Specifications — Dismissal of 
contractor — Value of work performed — 
Extras — Damages — Taking accounts.] — 
City of Toronto v. The Metallic 
Roofing Co 388 

14 Varying minutes of judgment — 

Costs.] — Leahy v. Town of North 
Sydney 404 

15 Matter in controversy — Satisfac- 
tion of claim — Change in position of par- 
ties — Question of costs — Practice — 
Quashing appeal.] — The Laurentide 
Mica Co. v. Fortin et al 425 

Criminal law^ — Constitutional law — 
Penitentiaries — Imprisonment of crimin- 
als — Expense of maintenance'— B. If, A. 
Act, 18tJ7 — Legislative jurisdiction of 
Parliament — Provincial legislation — 
Practice on references by the (Governor- 
General in Council.] — In re New Bruns- 
wick Penitentiary 24 

2 Habeas corpus — Certiorari — Con- 
viction — Keeping a house of ill -fame — 
Reviewing evidence — Construction of 
statute— 20 & 30 K. c. 4.'>. ss. 1, 5 {Can.) 
—R. S. O. (1877) c. 70, ss. 1, ^—Lib- 
erty of the subject.] — In re Hamilton 
37) 

3 Summary convictions and orders — 

Procedure by magistrates — Delay in is- 
suing rommitment — Term of imprison- 
ment — Commeneement of sentence — .S2 & 
33 V. e. 21) — *' ('anada Temperance .let, 
iSrtS"— >-r2 & 33 V. c. 31.1— /« re Cv^- 
ley < 1 

4 — ■ — Habeas eorpvs — .Jurisdiction of 
judge of Supreme Court of Canada — Issue 
of writ out of jurisdiction of provincial 
courts — (^o"'tirrcnt iiirisdii fittti- -/^. S. (\ 
c^ 135, s. 32 — Construction of statute^- 
ro nstif 't to II o I la tr — Po irers < > f Pa r( in - 
ment — Inland Revenue Act, R. 8. C. c. 
!^4. s. ir»i) (r) — Selling and delivering 



Criminal la^r — Continued, 

still and worm — Cumulative charge — 
Summary conviction — Adjournments — 
Conviction in absence of accused.] — In re 
Tellieb 110 

5 Refusal of reserved case — Appeal to 

Supreme Court of Canada — Conviction in 
Yukon Territory — Admission of evidence 
— Procedure at trial— Delays.] — Labelle 
V. The King 282 

() Habeas corpus — Criminal appeals 

— Orand jurors — Selection of talesman — 
Jurisdiction.] — Re Menard 313 

And see Onada Temperance Act. 

Croivn — Rideau canal lands — For- 
feiture — Mis-user by Crown — Condition 
subsequent — Jurisdiction — Exchequer 
Court of Canada — Costs.] — Wright v. 
The Queen 151 
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—Title to land — Railway aid — Land 
grant — Crown patent — Reservation of 
minerals — -Dominion lands regulations — 
Construction of statute — Fret grants — 
Parliamentary contract — .^3 V. c. 4 — 72. 
fif. C. c. 54.] — Calgary and Edmonton 
Ry. Co. et al. v. The King 271 

3 Breach of trust — Interest on bonds 

— Unlawful acts by officials — Ultra 
vires.] — Quebec N. S. Turnpike Road 
Trustees v. The King 316 

Conrt — Habeas corpus — Critninal law — 
Jurisdiction of judge of Supreme Court 
(}f Canada — Issue of writ out of jurisdic- 
tion of provincial courts — Concurrent 
jurisdiction — R.8,C, c, 135, s, 32— Cofi' 
struction of statute — Constitutional law 
— Powers of Parliament — Inland Reve- 
nue Act, R.S.C. c. 34, s. 159 (c)— Sell- 
ing and delivering still and worm — Cumu- 
laiive charge — Summary conviction — Ad- 
journments — Conviction in absence of ac- 
cused.] — In re Tetxtfr 110 

And see Jurisdiction. 

Damages — Jurisdiction of Exchequer 
Court of Canada — Forfeiture by Crown 
— Rideau canal lands — Mis-user — Condi- 
tion subsequent — Recourse by heirs of 
former owner — Costs.] — Wright t\ Thf 
Queen l."»l 

2 Municipal corporation — Drainage — 

Constructi'^** of sewcrx — Xuisanrc -^Iti- 
jutiction — Damages — Right of action — 
Practice.] — City OF Ix)N1>on v. Lewis *7 
el 102 
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Damages — Continued, 

I> Municipal corporation — RcKcrvation 

for highway — Opening hy-road,] — ^Town- 
ship OF Arundel v. Wilson 210 

4 Expropriation of lands — Compenaa- 

Hon,] — Warbubton v. Tue Attorney- 
(tenebal of Canada 307 

o Right of appeal— (c»2 V. c. 11, a. 27 

(Ont.^ — Special leave to appeal per 
mltum — Questions in controversy — Negli- 
tjfticc — Amendment of pleadings — Rule 
Vtli>— Nonsuit — Verdict — Procedure. 1 — 
John Dick Co. v. Gordaneeu 52G 

6 Negligence— ''Lord CampheWs Act" 

— FindiitiiH of jUi if—\ ifdi<t.\ - liiiAND 
Trunk Ky. Co. v. DeI'encier. . . . M:\ 



7 Conditions of contract — Execution 

of tcorks — Specifications — Dismissal of 
contractor — Value of work performed — 
Krtras — Taking accounts,] — CITY of To- 
ronto V. The Metallic Hoofing Co. 
3S8 

S Assessment of damages — Concur- 

rmt findings — Practice on appeal.! — 
Wood v. Leblanc et al 409 

Debtor and Creditor — Shi^^s and 
shipping — Material used in construction 
— Sale of goods — Contract — Principal 
and agent — Misrepresentation — Mistake — 
Conversion — Trover — Evidence — Mis- 
direction — New trial — Ship's husband — 
Pledging credit of owners — Ne('ess%iry, 
outfitting at home port.] — Troop ct al. 
V. Everett ei al, 131 
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—Guarantee — Conditional Male — 
Mortgagor and mortgagee — Power of sale 
— Retaking possession — Continuing Ha- 
hility — Release of debtor.] — Stephen v. 
Klack 217 

Deed — Rideau canal landx — t'orfciture — 
Mis-user hy Crown — Condition ftuhsr- 
quent — Jurisdiction — Exchequer Court 
of Canada — Conts.] — Wright v. The 
Queen 17)1 

2 Construction of deed — Mortgage or 

fialc — Equity of redemption.] — McLean 
w. McKay 'X\\ 

3- Crown grunt — Construction of deed 

— Desrrifftion — Instrurtioiis for original 
survey — Surveyor's report — Plans and 
fivld nott'H — JjOiUtion of boHndarif line — 



Deed — Continued. 

Evidence — Findings by trial Judge,] — 
John80n*s Company v. Wilson et aL 
356 

And see Contract — Lease — Mortgage 
—Title to Land — Will. 

Delivery — Sale of railway tics — Deliv- 
ery — Bank Act lien — Trade marks — Tim- 
ber marks.] — Magann v. Grand Trunk 
Ry. Co 266 

Demiirrer — Appeal — Jurisdiction — 
Supreme Court Act, (1875) 38 V. c, 11 
— Final judgment.] — Western Counties 
Ry. Co. i;. Windsor and Annapolis 
Ry. Co 11 

Discretion — Reduction of verdict — 
Condition att to costs. I — Windsor and 
Annapolis Ry. Co. v. McLeod.... 102 

And sec Appeai. — Practice. 

Drainage — Municipal corporation —^ 
Drainage — Construction of sewers — ^tt»- 
sance — Injunction — Damages — Right of 
action — Practice] — City of Lomh)N v. 
Lewis et al 102 

2 Actio negatoria servitutis — Bound- 
ary ditch — Estoppel — Waiver of ohjeo- 
tions — Evidcncc.\ — BrETON r. GoxTiilEB 
dit Bernard 350 

Education — Tjcgislative jurisdiction — 
Constitutional law — Companies — Private 
1)il])t — QuestiouH referred for opinions — 
Construction of statute — B.N.A, Act, 
1867, ss. 92, 03—38 V. c. 11. s. 53 (D.) ] 
— In re The Rrothers of the Chris- 
tian Schools in Canada 1 

Election law — Petition — Locus standi 
of petitioner.] — Portneuf Election 
Case 106 

2 Controverted election — Dismissal on 

default of appearance — Reinstating ap- 
peal — Practire,] — H.* RjR \Ft r. Gb wELT : 
West Noktiiumbkrla.n.j Elfatiun v .^se 
101> 

3 Abate nirnt of appeal — Dissolution 

of Parliament — Return of deposit,] — 
Ijsgar Election Case 314 

4 Amending minutes of judgment — 

Order as to further proceedings in elec- 
tion court — (\)mmenrement of trial — 
Cross-iii (ilions.) — RociiE V. BoRDEN ; 
Carnkv r. O'.Mui.Lix: Halifax Ei.' c- 
TioN Cases 421 
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Electric lighting— Tcrm^ of franchise "Evidence— Continued. 

ogreement — Use of highway — Poles and ^ r •* • 

t»irc«.\ — Consumekh' Ii-lec'tric l o. v. ^ '^ insurance — Misrepresentation 

Ottawa Electric Co.. 31 1 — Expert testimony — Findings of jury,] 

— Mutual Reserve Fund Life Assogia- 

Bminent domain. ''^°^' *'• ^^"^'^ 330 

See Expropriation. 7 Operation of tramway — Negligence 

— Findiufjs of ;«r//.j— Toronto U\. Co. 

Error. ^' AlrrcHELL 349 

»Sfee Mistake. 8 Crown grant — Construction of deed 

— Description — Instructions for original 

Estoppel — Title to land — Lease for survey — Surveyor*s report — Plans and 

years — Possession by sub-tenant — Pur- fi^ld notes — Location of boundary line — 

chase at sheriff's sale — Adverse occupa- Evidence — Findings by trial judge.] — 

tipn — Evidence — Conveyance of rights Johnson's Company v. Wilson et al. 

acquired — Compromise — Waiver — Es 3ritJ 

toppel.] — Sheets et al. v. Tait and 

The Queen 158 Exchequer Court of Canada — Rideau 

canal lands — Forfeiture — Mis-user by 

2 Actio negatoria servitutis — Bouna- Crown — Condition subsequent — Jurisdic- 

ary ditch — Waiver of objections— Evid- J»^** <>/ Emchequer Court of Canada^ 

cncc.]— Breton v. Gonthier dit Beb- C^o»*«. J— Wright v. The Queen . . ir»l 

NABD 350 _, . ^ 

Excise — Construction of statute — In- 

Evidence-S/trp. and shipping-Mater- fe^ ^T.T ^^''^'^^fv' ^^ ^Vf; ^^ 

ial used in construction-i^ale of goods- ,1??.,^:. wi??, .*^ deltvenng ^UU and 

Contract-PHncipal ^and aoent-Misre- '^^"—(^^^nulatwe charge,}— In re Tia. 

presentations — Mistake — Vourertiou- - *^^ 

'^^''T^^^^i^f^T'^T* '^l^-^^^'" ^ecntion-Taxation of costs— Stay of 

husband — Pledging credtt of owners — frfit^iUnn ^m>**:^» «« Z!^*l • V' -i* 

Necessary outfitting at hole port.— L J^!5 J^^t!J^"^^^ 

Tunop t>* nJ « RvicRKTT fi^ al 1^1 'J?'*' — Amenaing minutes of judgment — 

raoop et al. v. kvebett et ai.... 161 Practice. l—^omn Ontario Euwtion 

o rr*, * 1 A T * Case ; Wheeler r. G1BB8 19 

2 Title to land — Lease for years — 

Possession by sub-tenant— Purchase ai 2 Execution for costs— Practice.]— 

sheriff^ s sale — Adverse occupation- -Evid- Black v. Huot 106 

ence — Conveyance of rights ctcqn'rfj — \j 

Compromise — Waiver — Estoppel. \ --- ^eontors and Administrators— F«^ 

Sheets et al. v. Tait and The Quebn ecution of will— Mismanagement of. estate 

158 — Fraud against creditors of beneficiary 

— Costs.] — Union Bank of Canada r. 

3 Marine insurance — Abandonment — Bugham 355 

Repairs — " Boston Clause " — Findings of 

jury — New trial — Practice — Evidence 2 Construction of will — Power of ap- 

taken by commission — Judicial discre- pointment — Appeal — Jurisdiction — 

tion.] — Insurance Co. of North Amer* Matter in controversy.] — Brapley r. 

ICA V. McLeod ; Western Assurance Saundkbs 380 

Co. V. McLeod; Nova JScotia Marine 

Insurance Co. v. McLeod 214 Experts — Life insurance — Misrepresen- 
tation — Expert testimony.] — Mutual 

4 Mines and Minerals— Removal of Reserve Fund Life Assn. v. Dillon 

ore — Boundary — Copy of plan — Falsa 33f> 

rfemo««/ra/io.]~-NovA Scotia Steel Co. o A^nn** *« i>/.«^/>/.« rk^^^^ *^ ^, 

« Rauttftt 2ftR ^ Action en homage — Order for ex- 

r. I5ARTLETT JWJ pcr/we. ]—J0HN8ON's CO. V. WiLSON.. 

5 Criminal law — Refusal of reserved 

case — Appeal to Supreme Court of Can- Expropriation — Rideau canal lands — 
ada — Conmction in Yukon Territory — Forfeiture — Mis-user by Crown — Condi- 
Admission of evidence -^ Procedure at tion subsequent — Jurisdiction — Exchequer 
trial — Delays.] — T^belle v. The Kino Court of Canada — Costs.^ — Wright r. 
282 The Queen ". 151 
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Expropriation — Continued. 

■Title to land— Sheriff's sale—Poa- 



aeision — Adverse occupation — Comprom- 
ise — Waiver — Right to compensation — 
Estoppel.] — Sheets v. Tait 158 

J 
3 Expropriation of lands — Compensa- 
tion — Damages.] — Wahbukton v. The 
Attobkey-General tOK Canada .. 307 

Findings of t Act— Crown grant — Con- 
struction of deed — Description — Instruc- 
tions for original survey — Surveyor's re- 
port — Plans and field notes — Location of 
boundary line — Evidence — Findings by 
trial Judge.] — Johnson's Company v. 
WUAON et al 35ti 

2 Reversal on appeal — Practice.] — 

1>EGaLINUEZ v. UWEA8 393 

3 A dmiralty law — Navigation — Negli- 
gence — Overtaking vessel — Findings of 
fatH — Cause of collision.] — The Ship 
" BlELMAN " 17. Cadwell 405 

4 Concurrent findings — Practice on 

appeal.] — Wood v. Leblanc 409 

5 Reviewing questions of fact on ap- 
peal — Findings of trial Judge,) — Robb v. 
Stafford 411 

6 Evidence — Concurrent findings — 

Practice.] — Leighton v. Hale 417 

And see Appeal — Pbactice. 

Forfeitnro — Rideau canal lands — Mis- 
user by Crown — Condition subsequent — 
Jurisdiction of Exchequer C^nrt of Can- 
ada — Co«/».]— Wright r. The Queen 
151 

Frandnlent conTeyances — Execution 
of will — Mismanagement of estate — 
Fraud against creditors of beneficiary — 
Costs.] — Union Bank of Canada v. 
Bbioham 355 

Gnitfantoe — Contract — Conditional 
Sale — Rescission — Mortgagor and mort- 
gagee — Power of sale — Creditor retaking 
possession — Continuing liability — ^.4 ppro- 
priation of money realized by creditor — 
Release of debtor — Disoharga of surety. 
Stephen v. Black et al 217 

Habeas corpus — Criminal law — Cer- 
tiorari — Conviction — Keeping a house of 
ill- fame — Reviewing evidence — Construc- 
tion of statute— 29 & 30 V. c. 45, ss. 1, 



Habeas corpus — Continued. 

5 (Can.)—R.S.O. (1877) c. 70, ss. 1. 8 
— Liberty of the subject.] — In re Ham- 
ilton 35 

2 Jurisdiction of tSupremc Court 

judges — Construction of statute^-29 & 
30 r. c. 45 {Can.) — Certiorari — Review- 
ing evidence.}— In re Ababin alias Ireda 
• 95 

3 Criminal law — Jurisdiction 'of 

judge of Supreme Court of Canada — Is- 
sue of u?rit out of jurisdiction oj provin- 
cial courts — Concurrent jurisdiction — R. 
S.C, c. 135, S' 32 — Construction of stat- 
ute — Constitutional law — Powers of Par* 
liament — Inland Revenue Act, R.S.. c. 
34, s. 159 (c) — Selling and delivering 
still and worm — Cumulative charge — 
Summary conviction — Adjournments — 
Conviction in absence of accused.] — In 
re Tellier no 

4 Criminal appeals — Or and jurors — 

Selection of talesmen — Jurisdiction.] — Re 
Menard 313 

Highways — Municipal corporation — 
Reservation for highway — Opening by- 
road — Damages.] — Township of Arun- 
del V. Wilson 210 

2 Negligence — Operation of tramway 

-rUse of highway — Repair of streets — 
Dangerous way — Speed — Headlights — 
Exercise of ordinary and reasonable 
care.] — Montreal Street By. Co. v. 

MCDOUOALL 2»4 

3 Operation of tramway — Negligence 

— Dangerous way — Removal of ioe and 
snow — Right of way.] — Vincent v. 
Montreal Street Ry. Co 309 

4 Use of streets — Electric lighting — 

Terms of franchise agreement — Poles cMkI 
wires.] — Consumers Klectbic Co. v. 
Ottawa Electric Co 311 

^—-Negligence — Operation of railway 
— Highway crossings — Inconsistent find- 
ings — Q I. est ions to jury — Practice — Mis- 
trial.] — Grand Tbunk Ry. Co. v. Moore 
401 

Injunction — Municipal corporation — 
Drainage— ConstrncfTon of sewers — Nui- 
sance — Injunction — Damages — Right of 
action — Practice.] — City OF London v. 
Lewis et al 1C2 
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Injunction — Continued, 

2 Elet'tric lighting — Terms of fran- 

vhi«v ugnv.mcut — Use of highway — Pohs 
and \cir€H.\ — Consumebs Electric Co. 
V. Ottawa Electric Co 311 

Inland revenne. 

See Excise. 

Insuranoe, life — Misrepresentation — 
Findings of jury — Hvidencc] — Mutital 
Reserve B^und Life Association v. Dil- 
lon 339 

Insnxance, marine — Marine insurance 
— Abandonment — Repairs — "Boston 
clause " — Findings of jury — New trial — 
Practice — Evidence taken by commission 
—.Judicial rf/»rrrfio«.l— INSURANCE Co. 
OF North America v. AIcLeod; West- 
ern Assurance Co. t?. McLeod; Nova 
Scotia Marine Insurance Co. v. Mc- 
Leod 214 

Interest. 

See Appeal, 21 33— Practice, 24a, 

Judgment — Appeal — Jurisdiction — 
Supreme Court Act, (1875) 38 V. c. 11 
— Demurrer-^Final judgment. 1 — West- 
ern Counties Ry. Co. v, Windsor and 
Annapolis Uy. Co. 11 

la Amending minutes — Practice.1 — 

North Ontario Elec. Case 19 

2 Appeal — Jurisdiction — Order for 

stay of proceedings — Matter of procedure 
— Judgment delivered out of court — 
Practice] — Canadian Pacific Ky. Co. 
V. CoNMEE & McLennan 66 

3 Varying order for judgment — Set- 
tling terms more definitely.] — Bank OF 
Montreal v. Demers. 196 

4 Appeal — Jurisdiction — Final judg- 
ment — Mandamus.} — Les Syndics de 
St. Valier v. Catellier 202 

.5 Marine innurance — Abandonment — 

Rcpairn — ** Boston clause *' — Findings 
of jury — Sew trial — Practice — Evidence 
taken by commission — Judicial discre- 
tion.} — Insurance Co. of North Am- 
erica V. McLeod; Wkstern Assurance 
Co. i;. McLeod; Nova Scotia ^Iarine 
Insurance Co. v. McLeod 214 
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Judgment — Co n tin ued. 

7 Varying minutes of judi/ment — Re- 
payment of costs — Jurisdiction'] — ^TUB- 
ner i;. Cowan 306 

S— — Varying minutes of judgment — Di- 
vision of costs — Appellant partly success* 
ful.\ — Knock v, Owen 325 

9 Appeal — Jurisdiction — Action en 

bomage — Order for expertise — Final 
judgment.} — The Johnson's Co. v. 
Wilson 3^ 

10 Amending minutes of judgment — 

Correcting error — Suit against partner- 
ship — Special leave for motion to full 
court— Practice.] — Jackson v. Drake, 
Jackson & Helmgken 384 

11 Appeal — Jurisdiction — Amend- 
ment of plea4ings — Discretionary order 
— Procedure — Final judgment.} — Cass 
V. Couture; Cass v. McCutchbon.386 

12 Varying minutes as settled.] — 

Leahy v. Town op Nobth Sydney. 404 

13 Election law — Amending minutes 

of judgment — Order as to further pro- 
ceedings in election court — Commence- 
ment of trial — Cross-petitions.} — RocnK 
V. H()RDiiN ; Carney v. 0*Mullin ; Hau- 
FAX Election Cases 421 

Juriediotion — Legislative jurisdiction 
— Constitutional law — Companies private 
hills — Property and civil rights — B. A\ 
r. Act, 1867, s. 92-^5 V. c. 107.]— /i» 
re Canada Provident Assoclation. 48 

2 Habeas corpus — Criminal law — 

Jurisdiction of judge of Supreme Court 
of Canada — Issue of writ out of jurist 
diction of provincial courts— Concurrent 
jurisdiction— R^ S. C. c. 135, s. 32— Co»- 
struction of statute — Constitutional late 
— Powers of Parliament — Inland Rerenue 
Act, R, S. C. c. 34, s. iriO {c)— Selling 
and delivering still and worm — Cumula- 
tive charge — Summary convictions — Ad- 
journmrnt — Conviction in absence of ac- 
cused.] — In re Teluer 110 



—Varying minutes of judgment — 
Costs of former triah — Issues on appeal 
— Practice.} — Dunsmuir v. I>o\venbeR(i, 
Harris & Co 270 



3 Hidcau 

Mis-user by 



canal lands — Forfeiture — 
Crown — Condition subse- 



f/urnt — Jurisdiction of Erchequer Court 
of Canada — Costs.] — Wrwht v. Thk 
Queen 151 
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Jurisdiction — Contimted, 

Varying minuie» of judgment — Re- 



payment of costs.] — TUBNEB V. Cowan. 
306 

And see Appeal; Canada Temperance 
Act; Company Law; Habeas Cor- 
pus; Militia. 

Jury — Marine insurance — Abandonment 
— Repairs — " Boston clause " — Findings 
of jury — New trial — Practice— -Evidence 
taken by commission — Judicial discre- 
tion-] — Insurance Co. or North Am- 
erica V, McLeod; Western Assurance 
Co. v. McLeod; Nova Scotia Marine 
Insurance Co. v. McIjEOD 214 

2 Habeas corpus — Criminal appeals — 

Grand jurors — Selection of talesmen — 
Jurisdiction.] — Re Menard 313 

3 Right of appeal— 62 F. c. 11, s. 27 

(Ont.) — Special leave to appeal per sal- 
tiim — Questions in controversy — Negli- 
gence — Damages — Amendment of plead- 
ings — Rule 615 — Nonsuit — Verdict — 
Procedure.] — John Dick Co. v. Gor- 
daneer 326 

4 Life insu ra nee — M isrepresen ta tion 

— Findings of jury — Evidence-] — Mutu- 
al Reserve Fund Life Association v. 
Dillon 339 

5 Negligence — Lord CampbelVs Act — 

Findings of jury — Verdtct — Damages.] — 
Grand Trunk Uy. Co. v. DePencikh. 
343 

6 Operation of tramway — Negligence 

— Evidence — Findings of jury.] — Toron- 
to Ry. Co. v. Mitchell 340 

7 Negligence — Operation of railway 

— Highway crosfdngs — Inconsistent Fina^ 
ings — Questions to jury — Practice — Mis- 
trial.] — Grand Trunk Ry. Co. v. 
Moore 401 

Justice of the Peace — Criminal law — 
Summary convictions and orders — Proce- 
dure by magistrates — Delay in issuing 
commitment — Term of imprvtonment — 
Commencement of sentence — 32 & 33 F. 
c. 2S^—*' Canada Tenifyerance Act, 1878" 
—32 & 33 F. c. 31.]— 7rt re Curley. 71 

And see Magistrate. 



Xaiid. 



See Title to Land. 



Limitatious of actions. 

See Prescription. 

Liquor la^rs. 

See Canada Temperance Act; Excise. 



-Title to land — Lease for years — 
Possession bv sub-tenant — Purchase at 
sheriff's sale — Adverse occvpation-^-Evi- 
dence — Conveyance oi rights acquired — 
Compromise — TVairer — Estoppel,] — 
Sheets et al. v, Tait and The Queen. 
158 

Legislation — Constitutional law — Peni- 
tentiaries — Imprisonment of criminals — 
Expense of maintenance — B, N. A. Act* 
1867 — Legislative jurisdition of Parlia- 
ment — Provincial legislation — Practice on 
references by the Governor-General in 
Council] — In re New Brunswick Peni- 
tentiary 24 

-Constitutional law — Legislative 



Idea. 



See Banks and Banking. 



jurisdiction — Incorporation of companies 
— Foreign corporations — Judicial opin- 
ions and references — Private rights — 45 
V. c. Hi) (/>•)] — In re Quebec Timber 
Co 43 

And nee Constitutional Law. 

Lo^d Campbell's Act — Negligence — 
Findings of jury — Verdict — Damages.] — 
(;rand Ikcnk Ry. Co. v, DePencier. 
343 

And see Negligence. 

Magistrate — Criminal law — R. S, C. 
c. 136, s, 32 — Construction of statute — 
Constitutional law — Powers of Parlia- 
ment — Inland Revenue Act, R. S. C. 
34, s. 150 (c) — Selling and delivering 
still and worm — Cumulative charge — 
Summary conviction — Adjournments — 
Conviction in absence of accused.] — In re 
Tellier. 110 

And sec Canada Temperance Act — 
Justice of the Peace. 

Mandamus — Appeal — Jurisdiction — 
Final judgment.] — Les Syndics de St. 
Valier v. Catellier 202 

Militia — Municipal corporation — Aid to 
civil poxcer — Pay of militia — Legislative 
jurisdiction — Civil rights and obliga^ 
tions.] — City of Montreal v. Gordon. 
343 

Mines and Minerals — Removal of ore 
— Boundary/ — Copy of plan — Evidence-^ 
Falsa demonstratio.] — Nova Scotia 
Steel Co. v. Bartlett 268 
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Practic 

3— 



-Continued. 



— Practice — Quaahing appeal at hear- 
ing — Costs.] — W'ESTEBN Counties Ry. 

Co. V. VN INUSOB AND ANNAPOLIS UY. CO. 

11 

3a Practice — Costs — Counsel fee.] — 

Montmorency Election Case* 16 

4 Taxation of costs — li^tay of execu- 
tion — !Setti)ig-off costs in court below — 
Amending minutes of judgment.] — North 
Ontario Election Case ; Wheeler v. 
GiBBS 19 

4a Election appeal — l^uhstitution of 

third party — Notice.] — Re Stewart. 21 

5 Constitutional late — Penitentiaries 

— Imprisonment of criminals — Expense 
of maintenance — B. N. A. Act. 1SG7— 
Legislative jurisdiction of Parliament — 
Provincial legislation — Practice on refer- 
ences by the Governor-General in Coun- 
cil A — In re New Hrunswick I'eniten- 
tiary 24 

6 — ; — Constitutional law — Legislative 
jurisdiction — Incorporation of companies 
— Foreign corporations — Judicial opin- 
ions on references — Private rights — 
45 V. c. 110 {D.)]—In re Quebec Tim- 
ber Co 43 

7 Appeal — Jurisdiction — Order for 

stay of proceedings — Matter of procedure 
— Judgment delivered out of court.] — 
Canadian Pacific Hy. Co. v. Conmee 
& McLennan 6o 

8 ExemUion for costs — Practice^^ 

Black v. Huot 106 



9- 



■Controvrrted election 



- Dismissal 
on default of appearance — Reinstating 
appeal] — Hargraft v. Gravh^y; West 
Northumberland Election Case. . 10?i 



10 



— Habeas corpus — Criminal lair — 
Jurisdiction of Judge of Supreme Court 
of Canada — Issue of writ out of jurisdic- 
tion of provinrial courts — Concurrent 
jurisdiction — R. S. C. c 18r>, s. 32— 
Construction of statute — Constitutional 
lair — Powers of Parliament — Inland 
Rcvrnup Act. R. S. C c. 34, s. 159 (c) 
— fuelling and delivering still and worm^ — 
Cnmulatirr charge — Summary conviction 
— Adjournments — Conviction in absence 
of accused. \ — -In re Telltkr 17^ 

11 Appeal — Jurisdiction — Matter in 

controversy — Winding-up Ad — R. S. C. 
c. 121), ft.' 7i». 1 — Ho(jab(}om v. Central 
Bank of Canada 110 



Practice — Continued, 

12 Appeal per salt am — Expiration oj 

time for appealing — Supreme Court Actt 
s. 40.] — Stewart r. Scultiiobpe . . 15i' 

13 Mu ntctpal corporation — Drainage 

— Construction of sewers — Nuisance — 
Injunction — Damages — Right of action 
— Practice.] — OiTY OF London v. Lewis 
et al 162 

14 Appeal — Dismissing for want of 

prosecution.] — Birely r. TORONTO, H. 
&. B. Ry. Co 183, 1H4 

15 Appeal per solium — Reviewing 

whole ease on application for special 
leave — Vexatious proce4^din^s — Want of 
merits — Expiration of time lor appeal- 
ing.] — KILNER 17. Webden l<SJj 

1(> — ■ — Appeal to Privp Council — Stay of 
proceedings — Varying order for judg- 
ment — Settling terms more definitely.] — 
Bank of Montreal v. Demers... Km; 

17 Marine insurance — Abandonment 

— Repairs — *' Boston Clause " — Findingx 
of jury — New trial — Practice — Eridemr 
taken by commission — Judicial dittm- 
tion.] — Insurance Co. of North Am- 
erica v. McIjEOd; Western Assurance 
Co. v. McLeod; Nova Scotia Marine 
Insurance Co. v. McLeod 214 

18 Varying minutes of judgment — 

Costs of former trials — Issues on ap- 
peal.] — DuNSMiTiR t'. Lowenberg, Har- 
ris & Co 2T(» 

10 Practice — Equal division of opin- 
ion — Dismissal of appeal trith costs.] — 
Calgary and Edmonton Ry. Co. r. 
The Kino 271 

20 Appeal per saltum — Jurisdiction — 

Practice.] — Trabold r. Miller.... 2S1 

21 Criminal law — Refusal of reserved 

case — .Appeal to Supreme Court of Can- 
ada — Conviction in Yukon Territory — 
Admijision of evidence — Procedure at 
trial — Delays.] — Labmxe v. The King. 

........ ...... •......• ........ aiA^d 

22 Equal division in opinion — 1 npral 

standing dismissed with costs.] — Mon- 
treal Street Ry, Co. v. McDouo.aix. 
2f^ 

23 .ippeal — Jurisdiction — R. S. C. r. 

135. ss. 40. 42—60 & 61 T'. r. 34 (D.)- 
Validity of patent — Matter in contro- 
versy — Extension of time for appcalinfj 
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Praetice — Continued. 

— Lapse of order — Practtcc in office of 
registrar — Refusal to approve security.] 
— MacLiAughlin r. Lake Eeib & De- 
troit IlivEB Uy. Co 297 

24- Varying minutes of judgment — 

Repayment of costs — Jurisdiction.] — 
Turner v. Cowan ^^^* 

240 Breach of trust — Interest on 

londs — Acts hy Crown officials — Ultra 
Pires — Adding parties,]— QvEBEC North 
Shore Turnpike Road Trustees v. 
The King 316 

246 Motio^i — Dismissal for icant of 

prosecution.] — Algoma Central & H. B. 
Ry, Co. v. Fraser 323 



24c Varying minutes 

costs — Appeal partly 
Knock v. Owen 



— Division of 

successful.] — 

325 



Practice — Continu ed. 

30 Negligence— Operation of railway 

Highway crossings — Inconntstent nnd- 

i^,gtt — Questions to jury — Mistrial.]--- 
Grani) T^unk'Ry. Co. v. Moore.. 401 

30o Varying minutes of judgment — 

Costs.]— LKA.UY V. Town of North Syd- 
ney ^^ 

3;l Appeal — Postponement pending 

appeal to Privy CounHl] — Otta\va 
Electric Co. v. City of Ottawa.. 409 

32 Assessment of damages — Concur- 
rent findings — Practice on appeal.]-- 
Wood v. LeBlanc et al wJ 

33 Reviewing questions of fact on 

appeal— Findings of trial judge.]— Kom 
V. Stafford. ^^ ^ 

34 Partnership — Evidence — Con- 
current findings.]— LiEiQwroy v. Hale. 

417 



Right of appeal — 62 V. c. 11, s. 355 Election law — Amending minutes 



27 iOnt.) — (Special leave to appeal per 
solium — Questions in controversy — xVc/j- 
ligence — Damages — Imendment of pleaa- 
inas—Rule 615 — Nonsuit — Verdict— 



tngs 
Procedure.] 

DANEER. . . 



— John Dick Co. v. 



GOR- 



of judgment — Order as to further pro- 
ceedings in election court — Commence- 
ment of trial— Cross-petitions.]— ROCBS 
V. BORDEN ; Carney v. O'Mullin ; Hali- 
fax Election Cases 4Jl 



26 Appeal — Jurisdiction — Exten- 
sion of Hme — Order by single judge- 
Order hy court appealed from — Munut- 
pal by-law.] — Village of Birussels r. 
McCrae 33G 

26a Leave to appeal — Exercise of dis- 
cretion.] — Montreal Cold Storage & 
Freezing Co.; Ward v. Mullin... 341 

26fc Findings of Jury— Evidence— Re- 
versal.]— TOBOTiTO Ry. Co. v. Mitch^u 



27 Appeal — Special leave — Matter in 

controversy — Discretionary order — Prar- 
flf^f. 1 — Hamilton Brass Mi (.. Co. ''. 
Barr Cash & Package Carrier Co 

00.1- 



28 Amending minutes of judgment — 

Correcting error — Suit against portnrr- 
^}^ip — Special leave for motion to full 
Court.] — Jackson v. Drake, Jackson 
& Helmcken 384 

29 Appeal — Findings of fact — Re- 
versal on appeal — Prarticr.] — DeGaltx- 
DEZ If. Owens ^''^3 



30- 



- Appeal — Expiration of time for 

appealing — Special leave — R. S. C. c. 

135, s. 2&— Jurisdiction.]— Tui: C. Beck 

Mfg. Co. v. The Ontario Lumber Co. 

422 

37 Appeal — Jurisdiction — Posses- 
sory Action — Matter in controversy.] — 
Audette v. O'Cain 423 

-Matter in controversy — Satisfac- 



3g 

tion of claim — Change in position of 
parties — Question of costs — Quashing ap- 
peal.]— ANomis V. Duggan 425 

Prescription — Title to land — Injunc- 
tion — Boundary — Riparian rights.] — 
City of Huix v. Scott et al 2G4 

Principal and agent — Ships and ship- 
ping — Ma ferial used in construction — 
—Sale of goods — Contract — Misrepre- 
sentations — Mistake — Conrersinu— 
Trover — Evidence — Misdirection — New 
tfial — Ship\s husband — PhtUnng credit of 
aimers — Necessary outfitting at home 
port.]— Tttoor et al. v. Everett et al. 
..;. 131 

Principal and Surety. 

See Suretyship. 
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Privy Council — Appeal by respondent 
— Htay of proceedings.] — Bank of MbN- 

TBEAL v. DEMERS 196 

2 Appeal- — Practire — Postponemevt 

pending appeal to Privy Counril.} — Ot- 
tawa Electric Co. v. City of Ottawa. 
409 

Qnaatmn meruit — Contract — Inappli- 
cable conditions — Action /or quantum 
meruit.] — Toronto Hotel Co. v. 
Sloane 356 

2- Value of work performed — Dis- 
missal of contractor — Extras — Damages 
— City of Toronto v. Metallic Roof- 
ing Co a88 

Quebec Turnpike Road Trust. 

See Trusts. 

Railways — Operation of railway — 
Negligence — Nonsuit.]— Lake Erie & 
Detroit Kiver Uy. Co. v. Scott.. 211 

2 Construction of contract — Rail- 
ways—Free passea.] — (5rand Trunk Ry. 
r. Niagara Falls International 
Bridge Co 263 

3 Title to land — Railway aid — Land 

grant—Crown patent — Reservation of 

minerals — Dominion lands regulations 

Construction of statute — Vrcc grant it 

Parliamentary contract — 53 V. c. 4 R. 

*S*. C. c. 54.1 — Calgary and Edmonton 
Hy. Co. et al. v. The King 271 

4 — —Railways — Negligence — " FataC 
Accidents -Act *'— /?. ,s\ (), (1897) c. 129, 
J. 10.1 — (;^AM) Trixk Ry. Co. r. 
Speers 347 

5 Appeal from Board of Railway 

tommtsswners—\\ ant of jurisdiction- 
Railway Act, 1903.1— Canadian Nortu- 
ERN Ry. Co. v. Robinson 394 

<)- Operation of railways — Interchange 

of traffic — Vsc of tracks — Inter-switch- 
ing — Conditions imposed — Traffic ratvH 

Jurisdiction of Board of Railway Com- 
missioners — '* Haihrny Art, 1903." hh. 
VU, 253, 266, 267, 271, 214 — 5 Edw^ 
VII. c. 42, s. 8 — Occupation of proovrty 
of other companicH — Construction of sta- 
tute.]— i^HASiy Trunk Ry. Co. v. Cana- 
niAN Pacific Ry. Co. and City of IjON- 
ooN 396 

7 -Negligence — Operation of railway 

—Highway crossings — Inconsistent find- 
ings — Questions to iur if— Practice — ]/ in- 
trial] — Grand Trunk Rt. Co." v, 
Moore 401 



Railways — Con tinued. 

8 Negligence — Operation of railway 

— Passenger Jumping off train — Danger- 
oils watf.} — HALIFAX & Southwestern 
Ry. Co. v. Shea 418 

And see Negligence — Tramway. 
Railway Commissioners. 

See Board of Railway Comkissioners. 

Redemption — Construction of deed — 
}forfqngc or sale — Knuitn of redemp- 
tion.] — McLean v. McKay 334 

And see Mortgage — Sale. 

Rideau canal lands — Canal lands — 
Forfeiture — M it-user by Crown — Condi- 
tion subsequent — Jurisdiction of Exehe- 
guer Court of Canada — Costs.] — Wrioht 
V. The Queen 151 

Riparian ^ rights — Rivers and streams 
— Obstructions in channel — Water-power 
— Mill-dam — Diversion of water — Land 
covered by water.] — Baird v. Ei-liott. 
84 

2 Title to land — Injunction — Boun- 
dary — Prescription.] — City of Hum. t?. 
Scott : 264 

Rivers and mtreAinM-^Obstrtictions in 
channel — Water-power — Mill-dam — 
Diversion of water — Riparian rights — 
Land covered by water.] — Baird v. El- 
liott 84 

2 Title to land — Injunction — Bound- 

a ry — R ipa rian righ ts — Prescription. ] — 
City of Huix v. Scott et al 264 

Sale — Ships and shipping — Material 
used in construction — Sole of goods — 
Contract — Principal and agent — Misre- 
presentations — Mistake — Conversion — 
Trover — Evidence — Misdirection — 
New trial — Ship*s husband — Pledging 
r-rcdit of owners — Necessary outfitting ai 
home port.] — Troop et al, v. Evebjett 
et al 131 



Contract — Guarantee 



- Condi- 
tional sale — Rescission — Mortgagor and 
mortgagee — Power of sale — Creditor re- 
taking possession — Continuing liability — 
Appropriation of money realized by cre- 
ditor — Release of debtor — Discharge of 
surety.] — Stephen v. I^Ulck ct al. 217 

'.i Sale of railway ties — Delivery — 

Bank Act lien — Trade marks — Timber 
marks.] — Mag ANN v. Grand Trunk Ry. 
Co 266 
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Sale — Continued, 

4 Construction of deed — Mortgage or 

sale — Equity of redemption.] — McLean 
V. McKay 354 

Servitude — Actio negatoria serviiuits 
— Boundary dltrh — Estoppel — lV'ai?'rr of 
objections — Evidence.] — Bbeton v. 

GONTIIIER DIT BeBNABD 350 

Sheriff — Title to land — Lease for years 
— Possession hy sub-tenant — Purrhase ot 
^heriff*9 sale — Adverse ocupation-^Evi- 
denve — Conveyance of rights acquired — 
Compromise — Waiver — Estoppel.] — 
Sheets ct al. v. Tait and The Queen. 
158 

Ships and sniopins — Material used 
in construction — 8ale of goods — Contract 
— Principal and agent — Misrepresenta- 
tions — Mistake — Conversion — Trover — 
Evidence — M isdirection — New trial — 
Ship*s husband — Pledging credit of own- 
ers — Necessary outfitting at home port. I 
— Tboop et al. v. Everett et al 131 



f^ hipping — Charter party — Condi- 



tion to load and proceed with despatcl 
Delay — Loss of cargo — Recovery of 
freight — Action.] — Spindler v. Fabqu- 
HAR. 3fi4 

.3 Admiralty law — Navigation — 

Negligence — Overtaking vessel — Cause 
of collision.] — " Bielman " v. Cadweix 
405 

And see Admiralty Law^* Insurance. 
Marine : Navigation. 

Statute — Legisla tire jn risdietio n — Co n - 
stitutional law — Education — Companies 
— Private bills — Questions referred for 
opinions — Construction of Mfqfvfe — R. N. 
A. Act. 1867, ss. 92, 93—38 V. c. 11, s. 
r»3 (/).)] — In re The Brothers of the 
Christian Schools in Canada.. . 1 



2 Appeal — S! pedal leave to proceed in 

formd pauperis — Dispensing with securi- 
ty for costs — Mode of bringing apneal — 
Construction of statute — .S8 V. c. 11, ss. 
24, 28, 31 and 79.]--/w re Fraser. . 6 

3. Appeal — Jurisdiction — fiupreme 

Court Act (1875). 38 V. c. W— Demur- 
rer — Final judgment.] — Western 
Counties Ry. Co. v. Windsor & An- 
napolis Ry. Co IT 



-Constitutional law — Penitentiaries 



— Imprisonment of criminals — Expense of 
maintenance — B. N. A. Act, 18f>7 — Legis- 
lative jurisdiction of Parliament — Pro- 
vincial legislation — Practice on refcr- 



Statute — Continued. 

ences by the Oovemor-Oeneral in Coun- 
eiU] — In re New Brunswick Peniten- 
tiary 24 

,5 Criminal law — Habeas corpus — 

Certiorari — Conviction — Keeping a house 
of ill-fame — Reviewing evidence — Con- 
struction of statute—^ &'30 V. c. 45, 
ss. 1, 5 {Can.)—R. 8. O. (1877), c. 70, 
ss. 1, 8 — Liberty of the subject.] — In re 
Hamilton 35 

(5 Constitutional law — Legislative 

jurisdiction — Incorporation of companies 
— Foreign corporations — Judicial opin- 
ions on references — Private rights—^ 
V. c. 119 (D.)]— /n re Quebec Timber 
Co 43 

7 Legislative jurisdiction — Constitu- 
tional law — Companies — Private bills — 
Property and civil rights — B. N. C- Act, 
1867, s. 92—45 V. c. 107.]— /n re Can- 
ada Provident Association 48 
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